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ABSTRACf 
This study sought to examine the impact on coaches' experiences, and perceptions 
of coaching efficacy, of an ongoing coach training program designed to support a diverse 
sample of sport-based youth development coaches serving with Coach Across America 
(CAA). This multi-modal training program consisted of an intensive three-day training, 
highlighting holistic youth development, monthly webinars and formal mentoring/peer-
leadership. Participants were recruited from two years (2011-2012 and 2012-2013) of the 
CAA program. In year one, 82 coaches (52.4% male, 47.6% female; 43.9% Caucasian, 
22% Hispanic, 14.6% African American, 6.1% Asian American, 11% Other, 2.3% 
Unidentified) completed the quantitative measures, and five coaches participated in focus 
groups. In year two, 160 coaches (48.4% male, 50.6% female, 0.6% transgender; 38.8% 
Caucasian, 20.6% Hispanic, 20% African American, 2.5% Asian American, 1.9% Native 
North American Indian, 14.4% Unidentified) completed the quantitative measures, and 
seven coaches participated in focus groups. 
Quantitative analyses examining dimensions of coaching efficacy (CES-11 
dimensions: motivation, technique, game strategy, character building and total coaching 
efficacy) (Feltz, Chase, Mortiz & Sullivan, 1999) revealed several significant fmdings, 
VI 
including: coaching satisfaction was the only predictive factor of CES-II scores; number 
ofwebinars viewed did not predict CES-II scores; character building efficacy scores 
increased following attendance at the three-day training; and CES-II scores increased for 
all but technique efficacy over the course of the year. 
Focus groups provided a more robust picture of coaches' perceptions and 
experiences. Analysis revealed five higher order themes: overall positive impact of the 
training program, experiences at host site, factors facilitating a mentoring relationship, 
factors hindering a mentoring relationship, and suggestions for future support. In 
particular, coaches highlighted the need for content focused on holistic youth 
development, connection between theory and practice, addressing contextual challenges 
of coaching in an underserved community, and relationships with knowledgeable, 
engaged and available mentors/peers. 
Results support the potential efficacy of long-term training for youth coaches in 
positively impacting coaches' experiences and perceptions of coaching efficacy, with a 
particular focus on encouraging youth development principles, building relationships and 
responding to current coach challenges. Based on the data, specific implications and 
directions for future research are discussed. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
General Introduction 
As of 2008, it was estimated that over 44 million youth participate in sport 
programs yearly in the United States, up from 38 million in 2000 and 32 million in 1997. 
In 2008, nearly 2.5 million coaches were serving these youth sport participants (National 
Council of Youth Sports, 2008). Sport participation provides an opportunity for youth to 
foster important physical, intellectual, psychological and social assets (Fraser-Thomas, 
Cote & Deakin, 2005). With the increasing obesity epidemic in the United States, 
physical activity promotion is key in enhancing healthy behaviors, and organized youth 
sport tends to be the most effective means of this physical activity promotion (Bergeron, 
2007). In addition to the physical benefits, sport settings can provide youth with the 
chance to develop life skills, such as persistence, strong character and resilience, which 
can carry over into academic and social settings (Danish, Fomeris, Hodge & Heke, 2004; 
Danish, Fomeris, & Wallace, 2005; Fraser-Thomas et al., 2005; Gould, Collins, Lauer & 
Chung, 2007; Petipas, Cornelius, Van Raalte & Jones, 2005). Furthermore, most youth 
are intrinsically motivated to play sports in order to learn skills, have fun and make 
friends (Danish et al., 2004). Therefore, it may be the ideal setting to foster positive 
development. 
However, sport participation alone does not guarantee positive outcomes, and 
may actually lead to negative outcomes. Sport participation can lead to increased over-
use injuries (Bergeron, 2007), aggression and eating disorders (Fraser-Thomas et al., 
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2005). Research suggests that coaches play a vital role in creating the youth sport 
environment, and positive outcomes tend to stem from environments with a caring adult 
role model, a mastery focus and a holistic developmental focus (Danish et al. , 2004; 
Petipas et al. , 2005). Furthermore, positive outcomes are more likely when the coach and 
the environment support the development of the three basic human needs of competence, 
autonomy and relatedness (e.g. Comoy & Coatsworth, 2007; Deci, Vallerand, Pelletier & 
Ryan, 1991 ). Research suggests that coaches and teachers who feel their basic needs are 
supported are more likely to then support the fostering of these basic needs in the youth 
they work with (Deci et al., 1991). Therefore, it is important to consider how to facilitate 
the satisfaction of coaches' needs. These concepts will be further outlined in the 
"Theoretical Framework" section of this chapter, as well as in Chapter 2. 
Given the number of youth participating in youth sport in the United States, the 
potential of organized sport to foster positive youth development, and the vital role of the 
coach in creating either positive or negative developmental outcomes, it is logical to 
recognize the need for adequate training and support of youth sport coaches. However, 
many youth coaches receive little to no training (Petipas et al., 2005). Those that do 
receive training often attend content-driven, short-term certification programs, lasting a 
few hours or a day, with minimal emphasis on holistic development considerations (e.g. 
Malete & Feltz, 2000; Nelson & Cushion, 2006). In order to better understand specific 
training approaches for coaches geared toward holistic youth development, it is important 
to outline Positive Youth Development (PYD) in general. 
2 
Positive Youth Development 
Defming Positive Youth Development 
Positive Youth Development (PYD) takes a strengths-based approach to youth 
development, deviating from traditional research that has focused on youth's deficits 
(Catalano, Berglund, Ryan, Lonczak & Hawkings, 2004; Damon, 2004; Lerner, Almerigi, 
Theokas & Lerner, 2005; Lerner, Dowling & Anderson, 2003). In the 1990s, focus began 
to shift towards understanding antecedents of both positive and negative development 
(Catalano et al., 2004). Adolescents, in particular, are seen as having high potential for 
positive development, due to their flexibility and potential for change (Lerner, Almerigi 
et al., 2005). Given this perspective, researchers sought to understand what 
developmental assets characterize positive development in regard to intellectual, social 
and psychological development. 
One commonly discussed conception of PYD is the development of the Five Cs: 
competence, confidence, character, connection and caring (Falcao, Bloom & Gilbert, 
2012; Jones, Dunn, Holt, Sullivan & Bloom, 2011; Lerner et al., 2003; Lerner, Almerigi 
et al., 2005; Lerner, Lerner et al., 2005). These assets are believed to span across cultures, 
therefore applying to diverse populations of youth, and characterize youth who are 
thought to be thriving (Lerner, Almerigi et al., 2005). Furthermore, once these are 
developed, they then lead to the sixth C, contribution. A key component of this concept 
ofPYD is the fostering of youth's ability and desire to not only contribute to their own 
thriving, but also to the thriving of others (Lerner et al., 2003). This concept of the Five 
Cs also overlaps with the concepts of competence, relatedness and autonomy, as 
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addressed in self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000, 2012). A more detailed 
discussion of competence, relatedness and autonomy is provided later in this chapter. 
Larson (2000) argues that initiative is also a key component ofPYD. Initiative is 
aligned with autonomy of behaviors, which is a key component of self-determination 
theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Larson (2000) suggests that initiative is the foundation that 
allows for the development of other positive characteristics, such as creativity and 
leadership. It is developed when youth experience intrinsic motivation paired with 
engagement and concentration in the environment continuously over time (Larson, 2000). 
Other researchers take a broader view of PYD, suggesting that it can be characterized by 
the development of an array of skills and assets - including resilience, various forms of 
competence, positive/pro-social behavior, ascription to social norms and feelings of 
belonging, among others (Catalano et al., 2004). The common link among these 
conceptions of PYD is the focus on assets and strengths, rather than deficits. 
Characteristics of Settings Fostering Positive Youth Development 
Research has not only addressed the characteristics ofPYD, but also what types 
of settings are most successful in fostering PYD. Catalano and colleagues (2004) found 
that successful programs whose focus was PYD: addressed multiple PYD constructs; 
included a focus on competence, pro-social norms and self-efficacy; conducted 
evaluations of their work; had structured activities; had long-term designs (lasting nine 
months or longer); and served a variety of youth from diverse backgrounds. Larson 
(2000), on the other hand, takes a simpler approach, suggesting that structured activities 
that youth find intrinsically motivating and require appropriate concentration are likely to 
4 
foster PYD. He suggests that after-school activities- including sports, music and other 
hobbies- are ideal settings for PYD (Larson, 2000). Lerner, Almerigi and colleagues 
(2005) also highlight the benefit of after-school time as a valuable opportunity for 
enhancing development through learning skills and abilities. Furthermore, beyond 
intentionally considering the Five Cs in program development, they underscore the 
importance of caring adult role models and the benefit of programs geared towards skill-
building and cooperation. These fmdings point toward sport programs as an ideal setting 
forPYD. 
Positive Youth Development in Sport 
As Larson (2000) suggests, sport can be an ideal setting for fostering positive 
youth development, as it provides structured activities that youth tend to enjoy and be 
motivated to participate in. Additionally, youth tend to best learn life skills by continued 
exposure to positive adult role models. The responsibility of acting as this role model 
often falls to teachers and coaches (Comoy & Coatsworth, 2006; Danish et al., 2004; 
Gould, Chung, Smith & White, 2006). Sport programs also have the added opportunity to 
not only explain life skills to children, but to also show them what these skills look like in 
action, while also providing an opportunity to discuss how to transfer these skills to other 
domains (Danish et al., 2004; Danish et al., 2005). Hellison's (1995) Teaching Personal 
and Social Responsibility through Physical Activity model was developed to help at-risk 
youth feel successful and self-confident, while promoting specific personal and social 
skills. The model emphasizes the practice of life skills, including respecting others, the 
importance of effort in sport and in life, self-direction and accountability, and 
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responsiveness to others' needs. The focus on these life skills is highlighted by the 
intention of transferring them to domains outside of physical activity (Escarti, Gutierrez, 
Pascual & Marin, 2010; Hellison, 1995). Petipas and colleagues (2005) further emphasize 
the role that sport can play in the holistic development of youth, suggesting that physical 
activity settings are most effective when coupled with a caring adult role model (i.e. 
coach), a positive group context and focus on learning skills that transcend sport. From 
this research, it is clear that sport contexts offer ample opportunity for the acquisition of 
life skills and holistic PYD. 
Coach Across America 
Coach Across America (CAA) is one of the few sport-based youth development 
(SBYD) organizations that provides long-term formal and informal training and support 
to its coaches, who work with underserved youth sport participants. The focus of this 
study will consider the impact of this structured and ongoing training approach for these 
youth sport coaches. This section provides a brief overview of CAA, and its partnership 
with Boston University's Institute for Athletic Coach Education (BU-IACE). A detailed 
description and visual representation of CAA and this partnership is provided at the 
beginning of Chapter Three. CAA is a program run by Up2Us, a non-profit, sport-based 
youth development organization focused on using sport as a means for holistic youth 
development. Established in 2009, CAA places youth sport coaches in underserved 
communities around the United States, with each coach signing on for a one-year service 
term. Over the course of its existence, 12,500 coaches have worked in 33 states, reaching 
150,000 youth (Up2Us, 2013). 
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In 2011, CAA partnered with the BU-IACE to help improve the training and 
support provided for these youth coaches. Through this partnership, faculty members and 
graduate students from Boston University aided in designing and implementing an initial 
three-day training for coaches at the beginning of their service term. In year two, monthly 
webinars were added as supplemental ongoing training, responsive to current coach needs. 
Additionally, a three-tiered mentorship program was developed in order to provide 
additional one-on-one support and feedback to these coaches, comprised of CAA coaches 
(Tier 1), coach mentors (Tier 2), and a mentor trainer (Tier 3). The mentor trainer was an 
experienced coach and coach educator who provided guidance and support, at least once 
monthly, to the coach mentors. This training and mentorship program is a unique 
approach, focusing on the long-term development of sport-based youth development 
coaches, including novice coaches as well as those coaches acting as mentors, through 
both formal and informal development methods. Due to the unique and novel approach of 
the training and support offered to CAA coaches, it is important to examine the training 
and experience of these youth sport coaches. Given the findings of previous research, it 
can be suggested that enhanced training, adequate support and the fostering of coaches' 
basic needs of competence, autonomy and relatedness will likely lead to increased 
benefits for the youth these coaches are working with. 
Coach Training 
In the field of coaching, the predominant areas of research are on coaching 
effectiveness and coach development. Much of the literature on coach development 
centers on how coaches learn, as a foundation for both approaching coach training 
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(Gilbert & Rangeon, 2011) and using coach training as a means to promote athlete 
development (Conroy & Coatsworth, 2006; Falcao, Bloom & Gilbert, 2012). Research on 
coaching often uses the terms coach education and coach training interchangeably. For 
the purpose of this dissertation, the term coach training will be used to maintain 
continuity. Literature suggests that coaches garner coaching knowledge primarily from 
experience and from peers (Cushion, Armour & Jones, 2003; Gilbert & Rang eon, 2011; 
Werthner & Trudel, 2006). However, it is also argued that not enough is known about 
how to utilize these sources to foster long-term change and development (Gilbert & 
Trudel, 1999; Lyle, 2007). It is also important to note that much of the literature 
examining the effectiveness of coach training stems from outside of the United States, 
mainly in Canada and the United Kingdom, where coach training has been more 
standardized (Lyle, 2007; Mallett, Trudel, Lyle & Rynee, 2009; Nelson & Cushion, 
2006). Furthermore, much of the research highlights a need to include more diverse 
samples of coaches (Conroy & Coatsworth, 2006; Falcao, Bloom & Gilbert, 2012; 
Malete & Feltz, 2000; Smith & Smoll, 1997; Smith, Smoll & Curtis, 1979). The CAA 
training focuses on a diverse group of youth coaches serving in the United States. 
When considering the literature on coach training, it is helpful to distinguish 
between formal, informal and non-formal approaches. In formal learning, the learner has 
less control, and programs tend to be more standardized and, often, large-scale. These 
programs can be seminar or workshop-based, and can also include structured mentoring. 
Non-formal learning is generally delivered by a knowledgeable party acting as a guide. 
Informal learning is incidental and occurs within the coaching context (Mallett et al., 
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2009). There are benefits to all three types of coach training, but coaches tend to give 
more weight to informal learning (Mallett et al., 2009). It is helpful to briefly overview 
informal, non-formal and formal approaches. More detail regarding specific coach 
training interventions is provided in Chapter Two. 
Informal and Non-Formal Coach Training 
One approach to informal or non-formal coach training is the development of 
learning communities (Bertram & Gilbert, 2011; Gilbert, Gallimore & Trudel, 2009). 
Learning communities, particularly those that take a problem-based learning approach, 
allow coaches to work through challenges and set goals with their peers, by meeting in 
person on a regular basis (Gilbert et al., 2009). This approach draws on research 
suggesting that coaches perceive learning from other coaches as a primary source of their 
development (Cushion et al., 2003; Gilbert & Rangeon, 2011). Gilbert and colleagues 
(2009) suggest five guidelines for implementing learning communities, but minimal 
research has examined the application of these learning communities (Bertram & Gilbert, 
2011 ). Research has also suggested that the use of a mentor and self-reflection are 
important components of informal coach training, but there is little evidence examining 
its impact (e.g. Gilbert et al., 2009; Gilbert & Rangeon, 2011; Lyle, 2007). The approach 
to CAA's coach training was to incorporate mentorship and learning communities as an 
additional component to formal training. Examining this aspect of the training may begin 
to provide more evidence regarding the level of effectiveness of incorporating this type of 
approach. 
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Formal Coach training 
Research on formal coach training programs has shown promising results in terms 
of coaching efficacy (Malete & Feltz, 2000) and coaching behaviors (e.g. Smith & Smoll, 
1997; Smoll, Smith, Barnett & Everett, 1993). Critiques of formal approaches suggest 
that these workshops and seminars are content focused, with minimal consideration of 
coaching context, incoming knowledge base or holistic athlete development, and that 
there is little evidence oflong-term impact (Gould et al., 2006; Nelson & Cushion, 2006). 
However, there is encouraging evidence that intentional, formal learning, paired with 
follow-up contact and feedback, leads to promising coach and athlete outcomes (e.g. 
Smith & Smoll, 1997; Smith et al., 1979). The majority of the research regarding this 
approach focuses on Smith, Smoll and colleagues' (1979, 1997, 1993, 2007) coach 
effectiveness training (CET) and mastery approach to coaching (MAC). These 
manualized approaches are comprised of short, in-person workshops, behavior feedback, 
handed-out manuals and self-evaluation forms (Smith & Smoll, 1997; Smith et al., 1979, 
2007; Smoll et al., 1993). The specifics of these approaches and their recorded outcomes 
are outlined in Chapter Two. The CET and MAC methods offer promising approaches to 
coach training. However, the studies highlighted above examined relatively 
homogeneous groups of coaches, and the programs last only 10 weeks, as compared to 
CAA's year-long approach. 
CAA takes a unique approach by combining formal and informal learning 
techniques, delivered to a diverse population of coaches working in the United States. 
This training approach is long term, continuing throughout the coaches' entire service 
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year. These are aspects of coach training that have yet to be examined. Therefore, it is 
important to explore some of the outcomes associated with this training approach. 
Mento ring 
As researchers have suggested utilizing mentoring as component of coach training 
(Gilbert et al., 2009; Gilbert & Rangeon, 2011; Lyle, 2007), and CAA incorporated 
mentoring into their training approach, it is important to consider some of the research on 
mentoring. This section provides a brief overview, giving particular attention to the 
mentoring approach considered when designing the CAA training program. A more 
detailed explanation of the literature on mentoring is provided in Chapter Two. While 
research has been done suggesting the usefulness of mentoring in coaching, the 
examination of this in practice is lacking. Research has been done, however, on utilizing 
mentoring as a means for training and supporting novice teachers (David, 2000; Feiman-
Nemser, 1996; McCaughtry, Cothrin, Kulinna, Matrin & Faust, 2005). This literature 
suggests that mentoring in this setting is beneficial for the mentees, the mentors and the 
overall organization (David, 2000), but that there are also practical obstacles to 
implementing mentoring programs, including the isolation of teaching, the choosing of 
appropriate mentors and the opportunity to observe others (Feiman-Nemser, 1996). While 
research on teacher mentoring provides the closest parallel to coach mentoring, literature 
on career mentoring may also provide insight, as it suggests that proteges with mentors 
tend to experience more career success and satisfaction (Day & Allen, 2004). 
The literature on adult-adult mentoring, however, is limited. The majority of the 
research on mentoring relationships focuses on youth mentoring, including both adult-
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youth and peer-mentoring approaches (e.g. Karcher, Herrara & Hansen, 2010; Karcher, 
Kuperminc, Portwood, Sipe & Taylor, 2006; Larson, 2006). The work of Karcher and 
colleagues (2006, 201 0) served as a framework for the CAA mentoring approach. While 
this research focuses on adult-youth mentor pairs- as part of the Big Brother/Big Sister 
program- and school-based peer-mentoring pairs, mentors were encouraged to use the 
general concepts with their coach-mentees. Additionally, coaches were urged to utilize 
these concepts with their athletes. 
Karcher and colleagues' (2006, 2010) work highlights two distinct mentoring 
styles: developmental and instrumental. A developmental style focuses on relationship 
building first, whereas an instrumental style focuses on task -oriented goals first. The most 
notable distinction between these two styles is their primary focus. Both include aspects 
of relationship building and task-orientation, but they differ on the emphasis placed on 
each. At the crux ofboth of these styles is the need for collaboration between the mentor 
and the mentee; also known as co-authorship (Karcher et al., 2006, 2010). Larson (2006) 
also underscores the importance of developing agency in youth, and suggests that sharing 
ownership of activities and the relationship is one approach to helping youth develop this 
sense of agency. The research shows benefits from both styles, with varying levels of 
effectiveness depending on the setting and age level of the mentees. However, the aspect 
of co-authorship is crucial for high perceived relationship quality, on the part of both the 
mentor and the mentee (Karcher et al., 2010). This collaborative approach also falls in 
line with the research on self-determination theory, suggesting that autonomy-supportive 
relationships are most Itkely to promote the satisfaction of all three basic psychological 
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needs, outlined in the following section (Deci & Ryan, 2000, 2012). 
Theoretical Framework 
This study looks at the impact of CAA's structured, ongoing approach to coach 
training and support. This section explores the theoretical framework used in examining 
the data. The theoretical framework for this dissertation considers aspects of self-
determination theory, self-efficacy theory and coaching efficacy. Self-determination 
theory and coaching efficacy are outlined below. As self-efficacy theory is presented in 
the model solely as the foundational basis for coaching efficacy, it is outlined in more 
detail in Chapter Three. Following these descriptions, a short explanation of how these 
concepts are integrated to form the theoretical framework for this research is provided. 
For a more detailed outline of this framework, please see Chapter Three. See Figure 1 for 
a visual representation of this framework. 
SeH-Determination Theory 
Self-determination theory is founded on the notion that humans, by nature, seek 
out growth and self-actualization, which leads people to pursue challenges and interesting 
and engaging activities (Ryan & Deci, 2012). Deci and Ryan (2000, 2012) suggest that 
all humans, regardless of culture or background, are driven to satisfy three basic 
psychological needs: competence, relatedness and autonomy. Competence is 
characterized by feelings of confidence and efficacy in one's abilities, both in social 
contexts and in relation to given tasks and behaviors. Relatedness refers to having a sense 
of belonging, connection to and caring for others, in regard to personal relationships and 
to the larger community. Autonomy is characterized by a sense of volition and self-
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direction in one's behaviors. In other words, it is a feeling that one's actions are driven by 
one's own interests, values and engagement in a given activity (Ryan & Deci, 2012, p.7-
8). The satisfaction ofthese three basic psychological needs is, in turn, coimected to 
various types of motivation, falling on a continuum from amotivation to intrinsic 
motivation. 
These concepts of motivation largely rest of the construct of autonomy. Therefore, 
optimal functioning stems from motivation that is higher in feelings of self-determination 
(i.e. intrinsic motivation), leading to more positive holistic development, including 
growth of knowledge and skills (Ryan & Deci, 2000). In tying together the concepts of 
basic needs and motivation, situational contexts that facilitate and support the satisfaction 
of basic needs are more likely to lead to feelings of intrinsic motivation. Furthermore, 
feelings of competence, in particular, are enhanced when paired with feelings of 
autonomy (Deci & Ryan, 2000, 2012; Ryan & Deci, 2012). Given the ultimate goal of 
moving along the motivation continuum toward intrinsic motivation, it is important to 
consider if and how basic psychological needs are being met. For the purposes of this 
dissertation, the focus will be on these three basic needs, highlighting the concept of 
competence. 
Applications in Education and Sport. Research on self-determination theory in 
education has highlighted positive outcomes for students regarding basic needs 
satisfaction and intrinsic motivation, as well as the role of the teacher, including 
suggested strategies for fostering basic needs satisfC).ction, the importance of the teacher's 
own feelings of needs satisfaction and the teacher's style (Deci, V allerand, Pelletier & 
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Ryan, 1991; Niemiec & Ryan, 2009). Also of note is the attention given to self-
determination theory in sport and physical activity settings, focusing largely on 
autonomy-supportive environments and the role of the coach (Edmunds, Ntoumanis & 
Duda, 2008; Mallett, 2005; Ryan, Williams, Patrick & Deci, 2009). This research 
suggests that coaches can be trained in strategies and behaviors to best create these types 
of environments by providing choice (autonomy), presenting opportunities for mastery 
(competence), and encouraging teamwork (relatedness) (Mallett, 2005). Further, the 
literature highlights that basic needs are more likely to be satisfied when youth have a 
connection with a caring adult (Deci et al., 1991). More attention is given to these ideas 
in Chapter Two, but this overview underscores the importance of training and supporting 
youth coaches with these concepts in mind. Providing training geared toward increasing 
coaches' feelings of autonomy, competence and relatedness will arguably lead to positive 
youth outcomes. This study will focus on the first component of the cycle, namely 
supporting needs satisfaction for coaches. 
Coaching Efficacy 
Coaching efficacy stems from general self-efficacy theory, as well as research on 
teacher efficacy (Bandura, 1977, 1993, 1997). It is defmed as "the extent to which 
coaches believe they have the capacity to affect the learning and performance of their 
athletes. Performance in this sense is also meant to include psychological, attitudinal, and 
teamwork skills of athletes" (Feltz, Chase, Moritz & Sullivan, 1999, p. 765). The concept 
of coaching efficacy is comprised of four separate dimensions: game strategy efficacy, 
motivation efficacy, technique efficacy and character building efficacy (Felt et al., 1999; 
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Feltz, Hepler, Roman & Paiement, 2009). Game strategy efficacy refers to "the 
confidence coaches have in their ability to coach during competition and lead their team 
to successful performance" (Feltz et al., 1999, p. 766). Motivation efficacy "involves the 
confidence coaches have in their ability to affect the psychological skills and states of 
their athletes" (Feltz et al., 1999, p. 766). Technique efficacy is defmed as "the belief 
coaches have in their instructional and diagnostic skills" (Feltz et al., 1999, p. 766). 
Lastly, character building efficacy is "the confidence coaches have in their ability to 
influence the personal development of and positive attitude toward sport in their athletes" 
(Feltz et al., 1999, p. 766). These four dimensions, together, comprise total coaching 
efficacy. 
A variety of sources of coaching efficacy have been identified, including years of 
coaching experience, past record (i.e. past team success), perceived support, years of 
playing experience, perceived player ability and perception of players' likelihood for 
improvement (Feltz et al., 1999, 2009). Which sources are most salient may depend on 
the level of athlete that coaches are working with. For example, youth coaches may be 
more focused on player improvement than player ability (Feltz et al., 2009). Additionally, 
positive outcomes, such as player satisfaction and higher winning percentage, have been 
associated with high-efficacy coaches (Feltz et al., 1999). This suggests that coaches' 
feelings of efficacy have some influence on player experiences, as well as on team 
outcomes. 
The four dimensions of coaching efficacy address various components of holistic 
player development through sport. In their initial work, Feltz and colleagues (1999) 
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highlighted that many sources of coaching efficacy were linked to game strategy efficacy, 
motivation efficacy and technique efficacy, but there were no pre-determined sources 
correlated with character building efficacy. When looking at youth coaches, research later 
suggested that character building efficacy may not become a significant focus of coaches 
until they have more experience and have achieved a higher level of coaching (Feltz et al., 
2009). Given CAA's focus on holistic athlete development, character building is an 
essential component of positive youth development. Therefore, it is necessary to examine 
. . 
if training and mentoring that includes a focus on life skills has an impact on coaches' 
feelings of character building efficacy, along with the other three dimension~ and total 
coaching efficacy. 
Theories Combined: Creating a Framework 
Figure 1 provides a visual representation of the overarching theoretical framework 
guiding this research. As the figure demonstrates, self-determination theory, self-efficacy 
theory and coaching efficacy are taken into account. 
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The overarching conceptualization of the data will be viewed under the umbrella 
of self-determination theory, with particular focus on the three basic needs of autonomy, 
competence, and relatedness (Deci & Ryan, 2000, 2012)~ All three of these needs were 
taken into consideration when designing the mentoring and training program, with the 
hope of structuring autonomy-supportive relationships and trainings that would provide 
opportunities for coaches to practice and .improve their skills (competence) and to 
develop strong relationships with a mentor and with peers (relatedness). Within this 
theory, particular attention will be given to the concept of competence. Self-efficacy 
theory (Bandura, 1977, 1993, 1997) is the foundational theory for this idea and, therefore, 
must be presented as a basis for the concept of coaching efficacy. Specifically, the 
training delivered to coaches was meant to provide opportunities for mastery and feelings 
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of success and growth (past performance accomplishments), opportunities to learn from 
others (vicarious experiences), and continuous feedback from a mentor (verbal 
persuasion). As this research is looking at coaches' professional experiences specifically, 
it is necessary to measure coaching efficacy rather than general self-efficacy. Data will be 
analyzed with particular focus on total coaching efficacy, as well as the four domains of 
coaching efficacy (Feltz et al., 1999). Furthermore, coaching experience and perceived 
support have both been identified as contributing sources to coaching efficacy (Feltz et al., 
1999, 2009). Given this, it is logical to consider the role of continued training and mentor 
support on feelings of coaching efficacy, and the overall coaching experience. 
Purpose 
Dissertation Questions 
This dissertation will seek to better understand the answers to the following 
questions: 
1. As an athletic coach for CAA, how do coaches' sense of coaching 
efficacy change throughout the course of their service term?* 
2. Are coaches' overall experiences and feelings of professional efficacy 
impacted by increased mentor or peer support? If so, how (from their 
perspective)?* 
3. Are coaches' overall experiences and feelings of coaching efficacy 
impacted by continued training, such as the training institute and 
webinars? If so, how (from their perspective)?* 
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4. Are there particular characteristics/behaviors of mentors and/or the 
context, from the perspective of the CAA coaches, that influence the 
success of the mentor-mentee relationship? 
*Questions 1-3 seek to understand which aspects of the CAA mentoring and support 
program allowed it to be most effective and impactful for those coaches involved, and 
how this may have differed over the course of each year. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
This chapter provides an overview of the salient topics and issues that provide a 
foundation for this dissertation. Chapter One gave an overview of many of these concepts, 
which are explored in more depth in the following sections. Aspects of positive youth 
development (PYD), PYD in sport, current directions in coach training, mentoring and 
theoretical considerations are discussed. 
Positive Youth Development 
Overview of PYD 
While an overview of PYD is provided in Chapter One, it is important to reiterate 
the concepts here. The concept of PYD is integral to this dissertation, as it overlaps with 
the idea of sport-based youth development (SBYD). For a long time, youth development 
was viewed in the context of negative behaviors and psychological and social 
deficiencies. PYD emerged as a strengths-based approach, focused on building assets in 
youth (Damon, 2004; Danish et al., 2005; Lerner et al., 2003; Lerner, Almerigi et al., 
2005; Lerner, Lerner et al., 200). This asset-building approach rests on the idea that, by 
focusing on increasing youths' strengths, they are less likely to engage in problem and 
risky behaviors (Fraser-Thomas et al., 2005). Research has largely focused on what skills 
and characteristics defme positive development, and how programs can foster the 
development of these skills. Multiple life skills have been associated with positive youth 
development, including resilience (Damon, 2004; Benard, 1997), agency (Larson, 2000), 
various forms of competence (Catalano et al., 2004) and the 5Cs: competence, confidence, 
21 
character, connection and caring (Lerner et al., 2003; Lerner, Almerigi et al., 2005; 
Lerner, Lerner et al., 2005). The 5Cs were developed in order to create a common 
language around PYD, and will be discussed in more detail in the following section. In 
addition, various aspects of successful PYD programs have been highlighted (e.g. 
Catalano et al., 2004; Fraser-Thomas et al., 2005). These defining factors are outlined 
below. 
The 5Cs: A Common Language of PYD 
Lerner and colleagues (2003, 2005) sought to develop a common language around 
the characteristics of positive development. As outlined above, researchers use various 
terms and conceptualizations of the life skills that contribute to thriving. However, the 
5Cs are a commonly used framework for PYD. The 5Cs ofPYD are competence, 
confidence, connection, character and caring/compassion (Lerner et al., 2003; Lerner, 
Almerigi et al., 2005; Lerner, Lerner et al., 2005; Phelps et al., 2009). Competence is 
defined as having a positive believe in one's abilities and actions in a specific domain; 
confidence is defmed as having a positive sense of self-worth on a global level; 
connection is defined as having positive relationships with others with mutual 
contribution from both parties; character is defined as having respect for social and 
cultural norms and a strong sense of morals; and caring/compassion is defmed as having 
high levels of sympathy and empathy (Lerner, Lerner et al., 2005). In contrast to previous 
approaches to youth development, PYD researchers suggest that childhood, and 
adolescence in particular, is the ideal time to promote the development of these character 
traits, because youth .are still developmentally flexible (Lerner, Almerigi et al., 2005). 
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Many of the concepts of this model overlap with the ideas of self-determination theory 
and self-efficacy theory, particularly the concepts of competence, confidence and 
connection (Bandura, 1977, 1993, 1997; Deci & Ryan, 2000, 2012). These theoretical 
approaches were discussed in Chapter One, and are readdressed later in this chapter. 
Through further research, the 5Cs model has been expanded to include the sixth 
C: contribution (Lerner et al., 2003; Lerner, Almerigi et al., 2005). Lerner and colleagues 
posit that, through the development of the 5Cs, youth will develop the capability to fully 
thrive in society by contributing not only to their own well-being, but also to that of 
others (Lerner et al. , 2003). The ultimate goal is to aid youth in developing the ability to 
positively interact with and contribute to the society within which they are living. 
Therefore, programs that focus on fostering the 5Cs will aid in the thriving of the 
community as a whole, as these characteristics lead to an increased ability for 
contribution (Lerner et al. , 2003). 
Considerations for Working with Underserved Youth 
As part of the discussion ofPYD, it is important to highlight considerations that 
may be unique to working with youth in underserved communities. Research highlights 
particular barriers and challenges faced by youth in these communities, including high 
crime rates, poverty, negative attitudes toward education, inadequate education and 
health care systems, dysfunctional family environments, lack of parental involvement, 
decreased sense of self-concept and limited sense offuture potential (Darling-Hammond, 
2006; Darling-Hammond, Holtzman, Gatlin & Heilig, 2005; Hellison & Martinek, 1998; 
Martinek, Schilling & Johnson, 2001; Proctor, Rentz & Jackson, 2001 ; Walsh, 2008). It 
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is necessary for those working with youth in underserved communities to be aware of 
these particular obstacles. 
Research in education focused on underserved populations has highlighted many 
of the barriers listed above (e.g. Proctor et al., 2001), as well as considerations for 
teachers and potential solutions. Proctor and colleagues (2001) examined the perceptions 
of student teachers regarding their field experiences in urban schools. They found that 
these student teachers often had lower expectations of students and negative attitudes 
toward working in urban schools prior to their field experience. Reflecting on their 
experience, teachers mentioned that safety concerns, negative school environment and 
lack of parental involvement would discourage them from continuing to work in an urban 
setting. However, they also highlighted the benefits and learning opportunities associated 
with teaching a diverse set of students (Proctor et al., 2001 ). 
In regard to solutions to bettering the education system for underserved youth, 
researchers have examined the efficacy of Teach for America, a program that places non-
certified teachers in poor urban and rural schools. These teachers are recruited from 
prestigious universi~ies and tend to have high academic achievements and leadership 
experience (Raymond & Fletcher, 2002). While some researchers argue that Teach for 
America increases the resources for underserved youth and that teachers in this program 
are just as or more effective than other new teachers (Raymond & Fletcher, 2002), others 
argue that the program is a disservice to students. Darling-Hammond and colleagues 
(2005) found that Teach for America teachers have a rate of attrition almost double that 
of non-certified teachers, and that they have significantly lower positive effects on 
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student outcomes. These fmdings highlight Darling-Hammond's (2006) assertion that the 
students with the highest need are receiving the least adequate educational resources. 
Furthermore, given the high impact of a caring adult on youth's experiences (e.g. Lerner 
et al., 2005), the high turn over rate of teachers may be an additional obstacle faced by 
many underserved youth. 
Outside of the classroom, research has focused on building resilie~cy (Benard, 
1997) and life skills in youth (Escarti et al., 2010; Gould et al., 2006; Hellison, 1995; 
Hellison & Martinek, 1998; Martinek et al., 2001; Walsh 2008). In particular, programs 
built on the Teaching Personal and Social Responsibility model, which will be 
highlighted in more detail later in this chapter, focus on helping at-risk and underserved 
youth develop skills such as respect, effort, self-direction and helping/caring for others 
(Escarti et al., 2010; Hellison, 1995; Hellison & Martinek, 1998; Martinek et al., 2001) . 
. Martinek and colleagues (2001), however, found that despite collaborations between 
youth, mentors and teachers, youth in underserved communities may have difficulty 
transferring these skills to multiple domains. Their context and daily challenges often 
force these youth to adopt negative behaviors as a means for survival (Martinek et al., 
2001). Despite these challenges and potential difficulty in fostering particular assets, 
many mentoring programs, such as Big Brothers/Big Sisters of America (Dennison, 
2000), sport programs (e.g. Hellison, 1995; Hellison & Martinek, 1998) and coaches 
(Gould et al., 2006), focus on ways to promote life skill development for youth. 
Furthermore, given the many particular obstacles faced when working with underserved 
youth, it is helpful to consider what factors contribute to successful PYD programs. 
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Defming Factors of Successful PYD Settings 
Beyond understanding the characteristics and skills ofPYD, it is important to 
consider how programs can successfully foster the development of these skills. Catalano 
and colleagues (2004), in a review of a variety ofPYD programs, suggested that 
successful programs: addressed multiple constructs of PYD; addressed the development 
of competence, pro-social norms and self-efficacy; engaged in evaluations of their work; 
provided structured curriculum and activities; were often at least nine months in length; 
and served a diverse group of youth from a variety of ethnic backgrounds. Astroth, Garza 
and Taylor (2004) argue that, regardless of the program or context, adults working with 
youth must possess certain competencies. These include knowing and incorporating 
developmental concepts and principles, maintaining open communication with youth in 
order to develop positive relationships, understanding and honoring diversity, engaging 
and empowering youth, engaging family members, acting as a positive role model, and 
facilitating the building of assets (Astroth et al. , 2004). 
Fraser-Thomas and colleagues (2005), on the other hand, suggested eight specific 
factors of successful PYD settings beyond the characteristics of the adults working within 
that setting. These factors are argued to foster the development of the 5Cs, leading to the 
sixth C: contribution. The authors suggest that effective programs provide 1. physical and 
psychological safety, 2. appropriate structure, 3. supportive relationships, 4. opportunities 
to belong, 5. positive social norms, 6. support for efficacy and mattering, 7. opportunities 
for skill building, and 8. integration of family, school and community efforts (Fraser-
Thomas et al., 2005, p. 21). In line with the work of Astroth and colleagues (2004), the 
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authors emphasize that adults play a vital role in creating the structure and environment 
to match these eight factors, and suggest that coaches have the opportunity to create 
positive sport experiences that can lead to PYD by incorporating these eight factors 
(Fraser-Thomas et al., 2005). 
These concepts highlight the potential for sport as a mechanism for holistic 
development, which is the foundation for SBYD. In addition, the research underscores 
the importance of the coach in creating such an environment. Therefore, it is vital to 
examine how coaches are trained and supported in their work in order to increase the 
likelihood that youth will have a positive sport experience, through which they can 
develop important life skills. 
Positive Youth Development in Sport 
As outlined above, there are many considerations when exploring the concepts of 
PYD and the characteristics of settings that successfully foster PYD. Sport progqlllls 
offer a potential method for creating these experiences for youth. Beyond the factors and 
characteristics of effective programs (Catalano et al., 2004; Fraser-Thomas et al., 2005), 
which could apply to sport contexts as well as other types of programs, there are specific 
aspects of sport that must be considered. Arguments for why sport is an ideal avenue for 
PYD, literature on life skill development through sport, consideration of the 5Cs in sport, 
and coach training geared toward PYD are outlined below. 
Why Sport? 
Sport settings offer unique opportunities for PYD. It is important to note that sport 
promotes physical benefits, which are crucial in combating the current obesity crisis in 
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the United States (Bergeron, 2007). Furthermore, youth often want to participate in sport 
because it provides them with an opportunity to have fun, learn skills, and be with 
friends/make new friends (Danish et al., 2004). In other words, sport provides youth with 
opportunities for mastery, connection and enjoyment. Therefore, they are more likely to 
be engaged in the activity and remain committed to the experience. Larson (2000), 
echoes this argument, suggesting that structured, voluntary activities are most likely to 
foster PYD because youth have high levels of intrinsic motivation to participate and they 
require high levels of concentration, limiting the potential for negative distractions and 
disengagement. 
Additionally, youth are more likely to develop life skills when exposed to a 
consistent, positive_adult role model. For many youth- at-risk youth in particular- this 
responsibility often falls to teachers and coaches. Sport settings offer a unique 
opportunity for these adult role models to not only teach youth about certain life skills, 
but also to provide experiences in which youth can practice implementing these skills 
(Danish et al., 2004). The section below discusses the application of teaching life skills 
through sport, including Hellison's (1995) Teaching Personal and Social Responsibility 
model. 
Teaching Life Skills Through Sport 
Research on high school and youth sport coaches has found that most coaches 
value holistic athlete development, and hope to teach their athletes various life skills 
through sport (Gould, Collins, Lauer & Chung, 2007; McCallister, Blinde & Weiss, 
2000). For example, coaches hope to teach athletes skills that transfer to enhanced 
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academic performance, encouragement of others and positive character traits, such as 
discipline (Gould et al. , 2007), sportsmanship and respect (McCallister et al., 2000). 
However, these researchers found that, despite the desire of coaches to focus on teaching 
life skills, it is often difficult to do in practice. This is especially true for novice coaches 
(Gould et al., 2007). Often, conflicting pressures, such as the expectation for equal 
playing time, paired with pressure from parents to win, can limit the coach's feeling of 
effectiveness in actually utilizing sport to teach life skills (McCallister et al. , 2000). 
Petipas and colleagues (2005) argue that sport has the potential for both positive and 
negative outcomes, and, therefore, sport programs must be designed to incorporate life 
skills development in order to promote positive psychosocial development. In order to 
foster these outcomes, sport programs must combine sport skills and life skills together, 
foster a positive team context, and provide a caring adult as a positive role model. 
Furthermore, the program should be designed around these developmental outcomes and 
should train the coaches involved, provide continued support and education, and assess 
the efficacy and outcomes of the program (Petipas et al., 2005). These suggestions 
support the need for increased youth coach training, using a long-term development 
model, as well as the need to examine the efficacy of this program. This study seeks to 
examine a training program that encompass these suggestions. 
Teaching Personal and Social Responsibility Through Physical Activity. One 
example of a model that combines physical activity and life skills is Hellison' s ( 1995) 
Teaching Personal and Social Responsibility through physical activity model. This model 
is focused on helping at-risk youth obtain an increased sense of self-confidence and 
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feelings of success through the promotion of both personal and social life skills. The 
specific skills targeted by the model include respecting others, the importance of effort in 
sport and in life, self-direction and accountability, and responsiveness to others' needs. 
The final component of this model is the intent to help youth transfer these skills to 
domains outside of sport and physical activity (Escarti et al., 20120; Hellison, 1995). In 
line with the 5Cs ofPYD, these skills focus on both the youth's own thriving and 
development as well as contribution to the thriving of others. In this model, youth are 
encouraged to focus on a given skill for that day, considering specific behaviors and 
actions that are in line with that skill. Throughout the session, time is given to help the 
youth consider specific and concrete ways that these skills can be used in other domains, 
such as school or at home (Hellison, 2005). Therefore, time is spent discussing the 
specific skills (e.g. helping youth understand what it means to be respectful), practicing 
those skills in a sport or physical activity context, and then discussing how to use these 
skills in other areas of one's life. 
The 5 Cs in Sport. Given the salience of the 5Cs in the PYD literature, it is 
worthwhile to consider whether or not they directly translate to a sport context. While 
most literature on PYD in sport does not focus on the 5Cs directly, Jones, Dunn, Holt, 
Sullivan and Bloom (20 11) sought to determine if the model holds true in a sport context 
as well. In their analysis, they found that a two-factor model, comprised of pro-social 
values and competence/confidence, may be more appropriate than a five-factor model for 
a sport setting. Utilizing selected items from a longer PYD measure, the first factor -pro-
social values- is comprised of measures meant to assess caring/compassion, character, 
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family connection and academic competence. The second factor-
competence/confidence- is comprised of items measuring confidence, physical 
competence, peer connection and character. The authors note that factor one is comprised 
of items that are focused on others rather than on the self. Furthermore, they suggest that 
pro-social values in a sport context may be uniquely connected to the idea of 
sportsmanship. Factor two was comprised of both items that measured various forms of 
competence and confidence, but also social connection. The authors argue that this is 
because, for youth in particular, peer and social connections are an integral component of 
their feelings of competence. Furthermore, they argue that competence and confidence 
are inherently linked in sport, and may actually be the same construct, because youth may 
derive their sense of self-worth from their ability in a specific context, such as sport 
(Jones et al. , 2011). Therefore, this article supports sport as a mechanism for PYD, but 
suggests that the conceptualization of SB YD may differ from that of PYD in some 
respects. Lastly, the authors acknowledge that these models do not account for additional 
contributing factors, such as coaching behaviors (Jones et al. , 2011). Although the model 
of the 5Cs may not hold in a sport context, it is clear that sport has the potential to aid in 
positive holistic development. Therefore, it is necessary to consider how to help coaches 
create a climate that fosters this development. 
Coach Training Geared Toward PYD 
Youth participating in sport often view coaches as experts, and coaches have 
consistent, direct interactions with youth through sport. Training coaches to increase 
behaviors that promote social development, and decrease behaviors that do not, can lead 
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to various positive outcomes for youth throughout the season. Researchers suggest that 
youth view coaches as role models, and begin to internalize the actions and values they 
perceive their coaches modeling (Conroy & Coatsworth, 2006; Danish et al., 2004; Gould 
et al., 2006). However, few coach training programs focused on holistic development 
have been evaluated in depth. Gould and colleagues (2006) argue that few ~oach trainings 
even take a holistic view of youth and coach development. Conroy and Coatsworth 
(2006) examined Smith, Smoll and colleagues coach effectiveness training (CET) and 
their own Penn State Coach Training Program, and found that positive outcomes from 
these trainings extended to both the coaches and the youth they served. However, they 
note that both of these training models are formal, manualized trainings, and suggest that 
less formal trainings that incorporate reflection and mentoring may also lead to positive 
outcomes (Conroy & Coatsworth, 2006). A more in-depth examination of coach training 
and education is provided in the following section. 
Current Directions in Coach Training 
General Overview and Coach Perspectives 
Before examining specific approaches to coach training, it is important to 
consider literature on coach training in general, including primary sources for coach 
knowledge, efficacy and usefulness of coach training, critiques of traditional approaches 
to coach training, and the samples used in previous research. Literature suggests that 
coaches' primary sources of knowledge are personal, practical experiences as well as 
observation of other coaches (Cushion, Armour & Jones, 2003; Werthner & Trudel, 
2006). This aligns with the first two sources of self-efficacy, outlined by Bandura ( 1977, 
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1997): past performance accomplishments and vicarious experiences. Werthner and 
Trudel (2006) expand this view, and suggest that coaches learn through a complex 
process, which includes practical experiences, the observations of others, traditional 
training programs and self-reflection. Understanding coaches' perceptions of valuable 
knowledge sources is helpful in framing various approaches to coach training. 
Traditional coach training programs are content-based, workshop-style sessions, 
while less formal approaches include learning in the context and through informal 
mentoring relationships (Mallett, Trudel, Lyle & Rynne, 2009). Research considering the 
efficacy of traditional coach training programs has yielded mixed results. Falcao, Bloom 
and Gilbert (2012) found that coaches reported athlete gains, improved team cohesion 
and communication, and improved coaching skills following a coach training program 
geared toward positive athlete development. Others suggest that formal educational 
approaches are largely ineffective, particularly for experienced coaches (Mallett et al., 
2009). 
Researchers suggest that many traditional approaches to coach training are limited 
in long-term efficacy because they do not take into consideration coaches' base 
knowledge, are not context specific, fail to link theory and practice (Cushion et al., 2003), 
do not provide adequate opportunities for modeling and practice, and are not responsive 
to current coach needs (Nelson & Cushion, 2006). Furthermore, there are few studies that 
provide in-depth evaluations of coach training programs, limiting overall understanding 
of its long-term benefits (e.g. Falcao et al., 2012; Lyle, 2007). Most studies examining 
coach training programs have utilized relatively homogeneous samples (Falcao et al., 
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2012; Malete & Feltz, 2000; Smith & Smoll, 1997; Smith et al., 1993, 2007); and many 
were conducted outside of the United States (Lyle, 2007; Mallett et al., 2009; Nelson & 
Cushion, 2006). However, within the context of the limited research available, it is 
suggested that successful coach training programs integrate theory and practice, allow for 
critical reflection and observation, provide mentoring opportunities, and contain follow-
up components to aid in long-term retention (e.g. Cushion et al., 2003; Nelson & Cushion, 
2006; Smith & Smoll, 1997). Given these limitations of current research, paired with 
promising evidence that coach training has the potential to elicit long-term change and 
.. 
positive outcomes, it is necessary to evaluate the CAA program. The CAA training and 
mentoring model is based in the United States, addresses a diverse group :of coaches, and 
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takes a long-term approach, integrating many ofthe suggestions above. By examining 
this program, further insight may be gleaned regarding effective approaches to coach 
training. 
Formal, Informal and Non-Formal Approaches 
In framing a discussion of coach training, it is helpful to distinguish between 
various approaches, including formal, informal and non-formal. Formal training is 
associated with less learner control and highly structured settings, often in the form of 
large-scale programs. Informal training, also considered iii.cidentallearning, occurs in the 
natural context. Non-formal training is associated with voluntary participation and 
interaction with knowledgeable others (Mallett et al. , 2009). While coaches often prefer 
informal learning, there are benefits to all types of learning approaches. Formal education 
utilizes experts to deliver important content knowledge, while informal education 
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incorporates contextual considerations. Mallet and colleagues (2009) suggest that a 
combination of these approaches is most beneficial to coach development, along with the 
addition of non-formal learning facilitated by a knowledgeable mentor or expert, in order 
to combine content and contextual knowledge. 
Learning Communities I Community of Practice 
One suggested approach to informal or non-formal learning is the creation of 
learning communities, or communities of practice (Bertram & Gilbert, 2011; Gilbert et al. , 
2009). Learning communities are comprised of professional peers, and tend to take a 
long-t~rm, problem-based, learner-centered approach to professional development. This 
type of approach rests on research from teacher professional development, which 
suggests that successful development programs integrate content knowledge with follow-
up support, and require a relatively large time commitment (Gilbert et al., 2009). In a 
coaching setting, it is suggested that successful communities ofpractice fit five criteria: 1. 
consistent settings; 2. teams comprised of members with similar jobs; 3. specific 
protocols to provide guidance; 4. trained peer-facilitators; and 5. focus on measurable 
athlete goals (Bertram & Gilbert, 2011; Gilbert et al., 2009). when seeking to implement 
these five criteria, researchers have identified potential obstacles, including the need for 
coach and organizational buy-in, accountability, time constraints, necessity of similarity 
in coaching context, tendency of the group to mimic the commitment level of the peer-
facilitator, and the time it takes to build toward working on tangible athlete goals 
(Bertram & Gilbert, 2011 ). This approach seeks to incorporate learning from peers - an 
identified source of coaching knowledge - as an integral piece of coach development, 
35 
taking into account current coaching needs and context. However, despite the suggestions 
of the authors that this approach is useful, research has not examined the efficacy of 
incorporating learning communities into a broader coach training program. The CAA 
training model sought to incorporate peer learning as a component of long-term coach 
development, paired with formal training methods and mentoring. 
Specific Approaches to Formal Coach Training 
Research has addressed various formal coach training approaches, including the 
Penn State Coach Training Program, and coaching certification programs (Comoy & 
Coatsworth, 2006; Nelson & Cushion, 2006). However, the work of Smith, Smoll and 
colleagues (1979, 1993, 1997, 2007) is the most extensively studied approach to coach 
development. The coach effectiveness training (CET) and mastery approach to coaching 
(MAC) programs provide the most comprehensive knowledge regarding the effectiveness 
of formal coach training. Additionally, these models take a somewhat long-term approach, 
unlike many traditional programs that last only one session. This approach is most closely 
aligned with that of the CAA training and mentoring program, and there"fore, must be 
discussed in more depth. 
Coach Effectiveness Training (CET). The coach effectiveness training (CET) 
program stemmed from the belief that coaches are often undertrained, and that both 
coaches and players would benefit from a cognitive-behavioral therapy (CBT) approach 
to development. Smith and Smoll (1997) found that youth outcomes were directly tied to 
coaching behaviors, highlighting that "the most positive outcomes occurred when 
children played for coaches who engaged in high levels of positive reinforcement for 
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both desirable performance and effort, responded to mistakes with encouragement and 
technical instruction, and who emphasized the importance of fun and personal 
improvement over winning" (p. 17). The CET approach was designed to aid coaches in 
order that they may become more aware of their behaviors, institute more positive 
behaviors, and increase their reflective practice (Smith, Smoll & Curtis, 1979). The 
training rests on five distinct principles: 1. taking a developmental approach; 2. taking a 
positive approach; 3. fostering social support; 4. setting guidelines, while taking athlete 
voice into consideration; and 5. providing feedback and reflection for the coach (Smith & 
Smoll, 1997). 
The CET program has multiple components. The initial phase is a two to two and 
a half-hour, in-person training, during which coaches are told about research findings 
regarding coaching behaviors, given written and verbal guidelines stemming from these 
findings, and shown demonstrations of both positive and negative behaviors (Smith et al., 
1979; Smith & Smoll, 1997; Smoll, Smith, Barnett & Everett, 1993). During this in-
person training, four types of behavioral guidelines are emphasized, including 
"reinforcement (for effort as well as for good performance), mistake-contingent 
encouragement, corrective instruction (given in an encouraging and supportive fashion), 
and technical instruction (spontaneous instruction in the techniques and strategies of the 
sport)'' (Smoll et al., 1993, p. 603). The in-person training is also supplemented with a 
written manual, which the coaches keep following the training. 
In the frrst iteration of the CET program, coaches received behavioral feedback 
from the researchers during the second phase, after they observed two games at the 
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beginning of the season. At this time, coaches were given the goal of increasing 
reinforcement behaviors by twenty-five percent (Smith et al., 1979). Later, this 
component of the training was cut. The fmal phase of the program consisted of coaches 
completing self-evaluation forms regarding their behaviors immediately after the first ten 
games and/or practices. This approach, combining in-person workshops and self-
reflection forms, has been shown to be effective in changing coach behaviors. Results 
have shown that trained coaches gave more reinforcement, instruction and 
encouragement, and were less punitive. Additionally, trained coaches had players who 
perceived more positive behaviors, rated relationships with the coach and teammates 
more favorably, and had greater increases in self-esteem (Smith et al., 1979; Smith & 
Smoll, 1997; Smoll et al., 1993). The results of these studies are promising. However, it 
is unclear if the CET approach leads to long-term changes in coach behaviors, as the 
researchers did not follow up with these coaches subsequent to the completion of the self-
reflection forms. Additionally, the coaches participating in these studies have been 
largely homogeneous in regard to sport, gender and ethnicity, leaving questions about the 
efficacy of CET for diverse groups of coaches unanswered (Smith et al., 1979; Smith & 
Smoll, 1997; Smoll et al., 1993). 
Mastery Approach to Coaching (MAC). Giving credence to the research on 
achievement goal theory, Smith, Smoll and Cumming (2007) developed the mastery 
approach to coaching (MAC). The MAC stems from principles of the CET approach, 
outlined in detail above, combined with the concept of mastery-supportive environments 
in achievement goal theory. This training, like that of the CET approach, has multiple 
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components. First, coaches attend a 75-minute, in-person workshop. This workshop 
emphasizes behavior guidelines (as with CET): establishing teams norms and 
expectations early in the season, defming success as effort rather than winning, modeling, 
and the explicit explanation of a mastery climate. Additionally, coaches received a 
revised version of the CET manual, with two additional components: 1. information 
regarding mastery versus ego climates and how these influence athletes; and 2. concepts 
surrounding the coach-parent dual role, which has become common in youth sport. 
Finally, coaches were asked to complete self-evaluation forms following the first ten 
games or practices (Smith et al., 2007). 
The researchers found that trained coaches created more mastery-focused climates, 
as perceived by their athletes, and that athletes of trained coaches showed decreases in 
anxiety over the course of the season. This suggests that the training positively influenced 
coaching behaviors, which in turn, influenced players' experiences. As with the literature 
on CET, this study outlining the MAC utilized a relatively homogeneous group of 
coaches, and did not determine longer-term effects of the training on coach behaviors 
(Smith et al. , 2007). 
Comparison of CET I MAC and CAA. As these CET and MAC coach training 
models are most similar to that of the CAA model, it is important to outline where they 
overlap and where they differ. In regard to similarities, the initial, intensive training 
provided to CAA coaches covers some of the same topics and methods focused on coach 
behaviors that support holistic youth outcomes. Additionally, the CAA model begins with 
an in-person, formal training, with follow-up support and the encouragement of self-
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reflection. However, there are important differences to note as well. First, the length of 
the initiai training is vastly different. The CET and MAC approaches last a few hours, 
while the CAA's National Training Institute (NTI) lasts three days. While both 
approaches provide additional, ongoing support, how this is done differs. The CET and 
MAC programs provide coaches with a reference manual and self-reflection sheets. The 
CAA training model, on the other hand, provides a more comprehensive approach to 
continued support, offering monthly webinars and an assigned mentor. Furthermore, the 
continued support in the CAA training model is provided for the entire service year, 
rather than a few weeks following the in-person training. Lastly, the CAA training is 
provided to a diverse set of coaches, in regard to sport coached, gender and ethnicity. 
Given these differences and the limitations identified in the literature on the CET and 
MAC approaches, it is beneficial to examine the CAA training and mentoring model. 
Mento ring 
As a large component of the CAA training program focuses on mentoring coaches, 
it is important to consider the literature on mentoring relationships. There has been little 
literature that has evaluated coach mentoring specifically. Therefore, it is helpful to 
consider related literature, including that on mentoring phases, teacher mentoring, 
vocational mentoring, distance mentoring and youth mentoring. This section will 
highlight the available literature, as well as provide a justification for using a three-tiered 
mentoring approach and for examining the use of mentoring in a coaching context. 
Mentoring Phases and Relationship Development 
Researchers have examined the typical progression of mentoring relationships, 
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including the .types of roles that mentors tend to satisfy through these relationships (Chao, 
1997; Keller, 2005; Pollock, 1995). Over time, researchers have continued to propose 
additional phases to mentoring relationships. Pollock (1995) originally examined a three-
stage model, focused on informal mentoring relationships in a vocational setting, in order 
to understand if mentors fulfill different roles at various stages. Specifically, Pollock 
( 199 5) considered if mentors provided varying levels of career and psychosocial support 
at the beginning, middle and end of the relationship. Results indicated that a two-stage 
model may be more appropriate, as all functions increased from stage one to stage two, 
but remained consistent in frequency from stage two to stage three. This suggests that, 
once the mentoring relationship is established in a vocational setting, mentors provide a 
full range of career and psychosocial functions (Pollock, 1995). 
Taking a more specific approach, Chao (1997) suggests a four-phase mentoring 
model for vocational mentoring. The initiation phase, lasting six to twelve months, is 
characterized by the beginning formation of the relationship. The cultivation phase, 
lasting two to five years, is characterized by regular interactions and identified benefits of 
the mentoring relationship. The separation phase, lasting six to twenty-four months, is the 
gradual dissolution of the relationship. The redefinition phase, with an indefinite length, 
is characterized by a movement toward a peer relationship and support (Chao, 1997). In 
this model, Chao ( 1997) argues that career functions develop frrst, followed by 
psychosocial functions. 
Keller (2005} built on this four-phase model, particularly focused on adult-youth 
mentoring, suggesting the addition of a fifth initial phase - contemplation- which is 
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characterized by information gathering, plarining and development of expectations. In the 
initiation phase, mentors and mentees get to know each other, evaluate previous 
expectations and determine their future potential working together. During the growth 
and maintenance phase, the mentor and mentee develop norms, increase self-disclosure, 
and provide continued support. During the decline and dissolution phase, there is a 
decrease in the importance of the relationship, oft~n leading to the ending of the 
relationship. Finally, during the redefinition phase, which can occur immediately after 
stage four or years later, there is a re-evaluation of the relationship, which can lead to 
new personal insights (Keller, 2005). 
While researchers differ in their conceptualization of the phases of mentoring, it is 
clear that there is consensus around some natural progression in mentoring relationships. 
Throughout this progression, the mentor and mentee both experience benefits from the 
relationship, although the particular functions of the mentor may change over time. This 
research highlights that mentoring relationships take time to develop, but once they are 
established, the benefits of these relationships often carry on beyond its ending (Chao, 
1997; Keller, 2005; Pollock, 1995). 
Teacher Mentoring 
The roles of teachers and coaches often overlap. Therefore, it is beneficial to 
consider some of the literature on mentoring in teaching, as it is more extensive than 
literature on coach mentoring. Experienced teachers are often selected to mentor novice 
teachers and/or teachers in training as a way to help new teachers cope with common 
challenges, such as behavior management and curriculum design, as well as to act as a 
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sounding board. These mentoring pairings are often formalized, and differ from 
traditional teacher professional-development approaches, which are often one-time 
workshops (David, 2000; McCaughtry, Cothran, Julinna, Matrin & Faust, 2005). Benefits 
for both novice teachers and mentor teachers have been identified. David (2000) found 
that novice teachers gained experience, feedback and opportunities for growth, while 
mentors felt satisfied and fulfilled, while also learning to think in new ways. Ruling 
(200 1) found that mentors experienced many benefits, including increased professional 
competency, increased reflective practice, renewed energy and commitment to teaching, 
psychological benefits and improved leadership skills. 
In a study conducted with physical education teachers, mentors and mentees also 
both experienced positive outcomes, including increased feelings of competence 
(McCaughtry et al., 2005). In this program, mentors attended an initial training without 
their mentee, followed by a session during which the pair were given an opportunity to 
begin to develop their relationship. They both attended follow-up, content-based 
workshops. They also communicated regularly online and conducted site visits to each 
others' schools. The researchers found that, while the mentees had positive feelings and 
perceptions of their mentors throughout, the mentors experienced dips in confidence 
following some ofthe workshops. As will be discussed later, this study provides support 
for a three-tiered mentoring model, as the authors suggest providing continued guidance 
to the mentors, particularly through these dips in confidence (McCaughtry et al., 2005). 
While literature highlights the benefits of mentoring teachers, it is also necessary 
to outline some of the critiques and challenges of mentoring in this context. There are 
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components of the culture of teaching that limit the implementation of an effective 
mentoring structure, such as the difficulty in fmding opportunities for observation, 
expectation of privacy and mentor characteristics (Feiman-Nemser, 1996). Feiman-
Nemser (1996) suggests that a mentor that is not already leading reform in the school or 
who is not willing to work collaboratively to explore novel approaches will be ineffective, 
particularly in urban settings. This suggests that mentor selection, mentor and mentee 
buy-in, and organizational support are key components in developing an effective 
mentoring program that will foster the previously mentioned positive outcomes. 
Vocational Mentoring 
In considering coach mentoring, it is also helpful to examine some of the 
literature on vocational mentoring. Mentoring in career settings is geared toward 
professional development and aligns with coach mentoring in that both members of the 
pair are adults working in the same or similar contexts. Research has found that proteges 
in the workplace tend to experience multiple benefits from their mentoring relationship, 
including increased salaries and promotions, higher levels of career satisfaction, 
increased career motivation and feelings of professional efficacy (Day & Allen, 2004). 
While mentoring in professional settings if often informal, with mentoring pairings 
developing naturally between supervisors ~d subordinates, formal mentoring programs 
have also yielded positive results (Chao, 1997; Pollock, 1995). 
In regard to the development of vocational mentoring relationships, there is some 
disagreement about how the focus of these relationships changes over time. Chao (1997) 
suggests that typical, successful mentor-protege relationships begin with a focus on 
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career goals and development, and then shift toward psychosocial support. Pollock 
(1995), on the other hand, suggests that these relationships begin with a focus on 
psychosocial support and challenging the protege, then progress toward a heavier focus 
on career goals. While there is no consensus on the ideal progression of mentoring 
relationships in a professional setting, this research does suggest that successful 
relationships include aspects of both professional and personal support. This aligns with 
literature on mentoring styles, which will be discussed in more detail in the context of 
youth mentoring (Karcher, Herrara & Hansen, 2010; Karcher, Kuperminc, Portwood, 
Sipe & Taylor, 2006). 
Beyond the nature of how vocational mentoring relationships develop, Eller, Lev 
and Feurer (2013) suggest that there are eight characteristics of successful mentoring 
dyads in academic settings. These characteristics include: 1. open communication and 
accessibility, which emphasizes the mentor's availability for regular interactions; 2. goals 
and challenges, highlighting the mentor's role in pushing the protege toward growth; 3. 
passion and inspiration; 4. a caring personal relationship, emphasizing the need to build 
personal rapport, in addition to professional support; 5. mutual respect and trust; 6. 
exchange ofknowledge; 7. independence and collaboration, which aligns with the 
concepts of autonomy and relatedness (Deci & Ryan, 2000, 2012); and 8. role modeling 
(Eller et al., 2013). This research suggests that successful vocational mentoring 
relationships are complex, and have a variety of both professional and personal foci. 
Distance Mentoring 
With the improvements and increased accessibility to technology, the use of 
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distance mentoring has been growing (Lasater et al., 2013). Given the distance model for 
the CAA training and mentoring program, it is necessary to consider the efficacy of 
distance mentoring. As previously discussed, McCaughtry and colleagues (2005) 
evaluated a mentoring program for physical education teachers that included an online 
component. These teachers communicated regularly with each other via an online chat 
room, with minimal in-person interactions throughout the school year. This program was 
designed around a particular physical education curriculum. Therefore, mentors were 
provided with regular prompts as guides for their online communication with their 
mentees. While the researchers identified positive outcomes from this program, for both 
mentors and mentees, they did not provide insights into the online component specifically. 
Therefore, it can be suggested that distance mentoring through an online platform, paired 
with in-person components, may yield positive results. However, it cannot be determined 
if this distance component on its own would yield similar r~sults (McCaughtry et al., 
2005). 
Burgstahler and Cronheim (200 1 ), on the other hand, examined the usefulness of 
a fully online mentoring program, which did not include any in-person contact. This 
program was designed to aid adolescents with disabilities in combating academic, career 
and social challenges. All communication between mentors and mentees occurred 
through an online platform. The researchers found largely positive results, highlighting 
that internet-based mentoring can aid in dealing with distance, logistical concerns and 
engagement of shy mentees, and can help include all participants, including those with 
communication difficulties. Mentors and mentees found the approach to be efficient, 
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convenient and largely effective. On the other hand, participants suggested that using a 
solely online approach may have limited the depth of relationships, as it often felt 
impersonal and mentors did not always receive responses from mentees. Given these 
results, the researchers suggest using a mixed approach to distance mentoring, providing 
at least a few opportunities for in-person contact (Burgstahler & Cronheim, 2001 ). 
Distance mentoring has also been used for support in the medical field, yielding 
mixed results (Lasater et al., 2013; Loera, Kuo & Rahr, 2007; Luckhaupt et al., 2005). In 
one study, mentors and proteges highlighted the benefits of a distance model, such as a 
decrease in the sense of power differential from being at different institutions, allowing 
for increased vulnerability and mutual sharing. These mentors and proteges reported 
relationships built on mutual trust and sharing of personal information along with 
professional support. These dyads did suggest, however, that having face-to-face 
interactions at the beginning of the relationship were vital, even if these interactions 
occurred via Skype™, along with mutual engagement and valuing of differing 
perspectives (Lasater et al., 2013). 
Loera and colleagues (2007) also reported benefits to a distance mentoring model, 
including decreased time commitments, the ability to provide immediate guidance and 
feedback regarding professional skill development, and increased confidence in 
professional skills. Students from this program largely reported that this distance model 
was equally effective as a traditional, face-to-face mentoring approach. However, they 
did suggest that they would still prefer the traditional model if given the option (Loera et 
al., 2007). Lastly, Luckhaupt and colleagues (2005) suggest that, while the majority of 
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mentors they surveyed had experience with distance mentoring, there were many 
drawbacks to the approach, including lack of in-person interactions, inability for direct 
observation and difficulties with technology. These challenges were most likely to be 
overcome when there were opportunities for face-to-face interactions, clear expectations 
and buy-in from both the mentor and protege (Luckhaupt et al., 2005). 
The CAA training program was largely distance-based, following an initial in'" 
person training institute. Furthermore, participants were encouraged to use Skype™, and 
webinars included a video function in order to provide more opportunities for coaches to 
see one another (Burgstahler & Cronheim, 2001; Lasater et al., 2013; Luckhaupt et al., 
2005). In designing the program, consideration was given to providing as rp.uch in-person 
and face-to-face contact as possible throughout the year, within budget and logistipal 
constraints. Additionally, this online component differs from the program with physical 
education teachers and those described in the medical field in that it was less structured, 
mentors had more than one mentee (Lasater et al., 2013; Luckhaupt et al., 2005; 
McCaughtry et al., 2005), and it was not focused on one specific curriculum (Loera et al., 
2007; McCaughtry et al., 2005). Therefore, the CAA training and mentoring program 
provides a unique perspective on utilizing distance mentoring and webinars to provide 
ongoing support to coaches across the country. 
Youth Mento ring 
In addition to research on adult-adult mentoring, there is also a heavy emphasis in 
the literature on youth mentoring. The work ofKarcher and colleagues (2006, 2010) was 
used as a framework for designing the CAA mentoring program. Additionally, coaches 
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were provided with information about this model, both at the National Training Institute 
(NTI) and in webinars, and were encouraged to incorporate these ideas into their own 
coaching. Given the influence of this model on the development of the CAA training and 
mentoring program, it will be discussed in depth in the following subsection, following a 
brief outline of literature on youth mentoring in general. 
The research on youth mentoring examines both adult-youth and peer-peer 
mentoring models. Mentored youth have shown improved behavior, more positive 
attitudes toward school and increased academic performance (Dennison, 2006; Karcher et 
al., 2006; Langhout, Rhodes & Osborne, 2004). In adult-youth models, the research is 
often focused on mentor behaviors and relationship development. Larson (2006) suggests 
that adult mentors must first focus on building relationships in order to establish a 
trusting and collaborative interaction with their mentee. This allows for the scaffolding of 
various specific skills and more general life skills, ultimately fostering the development 
of agency (Larson, 2006). While minimal research has considered the youth perspective 
in adult-youth mentoring relationships, Langhout and colleagues (2004) found that youth 
perceived the most benefit from relationships with mentors that provided a mix of 
activity, support and structure. In regard to peer-peer mentoring, there tends to be a larger 
focus on benefits for both the mentor and mentee. Additionally, these programs tend to be 
geared toward at-risk youth in particular. As with adult-youth mentoring, emphasis is 
often placed on the need to build relationships first, and then to progress to a more goal-
directed focus (Dennison, 2006). The focus and activities of the mentoring relationship 
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provides the overarching framework for Karcher and colleagues' (2006, 2010) distinction 
between mentoring styles. 
Karcher's Framework. In considering youth mentoring relationships, context, 
structure and goals must all be considered. Context refers to the actual location of the 
mentoring relationship, either field based or site based. The CAA training and mentoring 
program is a field-based model, in that the mentoring relationships are determined and 
supported by a larger organization rather than by the matches themselves. Structure refers 
to the type of mentoring relationship, such as cross-age peer mentoring, group tnentoring 
or e-mentoring. The CAA training and mentoring model includes components of peer-
mentoring, e-mentoring and group mentoring. See Chapter Three for a full explanation of 
the· structure of the mentoring program. The goals ofthe mentoring relationship 
encompass mentoring styles, which are characterized by their focus and objectives. There 
are two primary mentoring styles: instrumental and developmental (Karcher et al., 2006). 
This concept of instrumental versus developmental styles was the focus in designing the 
CAA program and in training mentors and coaches. 
In an instrumental mentoring style, "the primary goal is the learning of skills or 
the achievement of specific goals" (Karcher et al., 2006, p. 714). This type of style is 
often viewed less favorably by youth, but may be more effective in certain situations, 
such as vocational mentoring. Additionally, it is generally more adult-driven, and is 
primarily focused on goal achievement, with a secondary focus on social, emotional and 
relational development (Karcher et al., 2006). A developmental style, on the other hand, 
is one "in which the primary focus is on facilitating the relationship between mentor and 
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mentee as a way of promoting the youth's development, [and] reflects the assumption 
that mentoring influences social, emotional, and academic development through the 
creation of supportive relationships" (Karcher et al., 2006, p. 714 ). This approach is 
youth driven and places primary emphasis on relationship building, with skill 
development as a secondary outcome. Both styles incorporate the concept of co-
authorship. In other words, both are based on a collaborative interaction (Karcher et al., 
2010). Research suggests that both styles are effective when collaborative. However, with 
younger mentees, developmentally focused matches had higher perceived relationship 
quality (Karcher et al., 2010). This model suggests that both developmental and 
instrumental styles are effective, as they share a collaborative approach, although their 
primary goals differ. Furthermore, with youth in particular, it may be most beneficial to 
focus on relationship building first, and progress toward a goal focus. The CAA mentors 
were encouraged to embrace a similar approach, as were the CAA coaches, in their work 
with the youth they served. 
Three-tiered Approach 
The literature on mentoring focuses on a two-tiered approach, comprised of the 
mentor and the mentee or protege. The CAA training model, however, is a three-tiered 
approach, comprised of the mentee, the mentor and a mentor trainer. Please see Chapter 
Three for a detailed description of this model. While research has not evaluated such a 
model, there is justification for incorporating this additional tier. Throughout the phases 
of the mentoring relationship, the mentor-mentee pair experiences natural transitions and 
challenges. Keller (2005) suggests the need for continued support to both the mentor and 
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the mentee throughout each phase ofthe relationships' development. Furthermore, it has 
been found .that mentors may experience periodic decreases in their feelings of 
competence, particularly when faced with content-knowledge scenarios (McCaughtry et 
al., 2005). Providing a support person for the mentor throughout the mentoring 
relationship may buffer these dips in feelings of competence. Lastly, particularly for 
inexperienced mentors, it is important to continue to respond to current presenting needs 
rather than to rely solely on training provided at the beginning of the relationship 
(Dennison, 2000). A mentor trainer may be able to respond to these needs as they arise, 
helping mentors problem-solve. Examining the three-tiered CAA mentoring model will 
provide additional insight into the practical application of this supplemental support. 
Coach Mentoring 
As with the three-tiered mentoring approach, there is little literature outlining or 
evaluating coach mentoring programs. However, researchers continue to suggest that 
mentoring be incorporated into coach training models (Cushion et al. , 2003; Lyle, 2007; 
Nelson & Cushion, 2006). It is clear that those in the field intuitively understand the 
potential effectiveness of mentoring coaches as part of their professional development, 
but there are no in-depth evaluations of its practical use. Sport Northern Ireland and Sport 
UK offer an in-depth online manual outlining their approach to coach mentoring, 
including the benefits of mentoring in coach training, suggestions for implementing a 
program, and the need to continually evaluate your program and respond to these lessons 
learned. Despite the comprehensive nature of this manual in outlining a potential 
approach to coach mentoring, few evaluative findings are provided. From the evaluation 
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of the pilot program, participants suggested incorporating an online learning community, 
improved mentor-mentee matches, making sure to have mentors in place from the outset, 
and providing the opportunity for cross-sport mentoring (The National Coaching 
Foundation and Sport North Ireland, 2012). As further evaluations are conducted, this 
model may provide additional insight into how to best implement a coach mentoring 
program. Currently, however, this program highlights the novelty of incorporating 
mentoring into coach training and the need for improved evaluation of its usefulness. 
Theoretical Considerations 
This section provides further detail on certain aspects of the theoretical 
framework within which this dissertation is considered. Chapter One provides an 
overview of self-determination theory, self-efficacy theory and coaching effi~acy, and 
how these three theories will be combined to provide an overarching framework. In this 
section, more detail is provided regarding the specific applications of self-detemiination 
theory on coaching efficacy in particular. Figure 1, in Chapter One, provides a visual 
representation of the theoretical framework. 
Self-Determination Theory 
Self-determination theory rests on the notion that all humans have three basic 
psychological needs: autonomy, competence and relatedness. The satisfaction of these 
basic needs drives behavior, and ultimately influences one ' s motivation. (Deci & Ryan, 
2000, 2012). Furthermore, the satisfaction of these needs has been associated with 
improved academic performance (Deci et al., 1991; Niemiec & Ryan, 2009), positive 
changes in teacher and coach behavior (Edmunds et al., 2008; Mallett, 2005), increased 
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motivation (Ryan et al. , 2009), and persistence and embracing challenge (Deci & Ryan, 
2000, 2012). A detailed overview of self-determination theory is provided in Chapter One. 
In this section, more detail is provided regarding speci~c applications of self-
determination theory in education and physical activity settings. 
Specific Applications: Education. Research has looked specifically at the role of 
a self-determination approach in education, highlighting the positive outcomes associated 
with basic needs satisfaction, intrinsic motivation and contextual considerations (Deci, 
Vallerand, Pelletier & Ryan, 1991 ; Niemiec & Ryan, 2009). As many parallels can be 
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drawn between sport contexts and school contexts, and teacher-student and coach-athlete 
relationships, it is helpful.to consider literature from educational settings. First, it is 
important to note the positive outcomes associated with self-determined types of 
motivation, as this is the ultimate goal. Students high in intrinsic motivation are more 
likely to stay in school, have better academic performance, have improved conceptual 
understanding and maintain long-term memory retention, positive mood and increased 
satisfaction and enjoyment in school (Deci et al., 1991). 
With this understanding, it is next necessary to consider how to foster ideal types 
of motivation in order to best provide opportunities for these outcomes. As mentioned, 
the research suggests that fostering the satisfaction of basic needs is the primary way to 
accomplish this. Teachers were able to create needs-supportive environments by ensuring 
that students understood the value of an activity, had some choice regarding the activity, 
and received messaging from their teachers that they may not enjoy the task (Deci et al. , 
1991 ). These concepts of explanation, choice and acknowledgement of feelings can all be 
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applied and considered in a coaching context as well. 
Beyond specific strategies for supporting students' basic needs, research suggests 
that teachers' behaviors are influenced by their own feelings of competence, autonomy 
and relatedness (Deci et al., 1991). Students' notion of whether or not the classroom was 
supportive of basic needs has also been tied to the teacher's style in presenting a given 
task (Niemiec & Ryan, 2009). This suggests that the satisfaction of one's basic needs 
does not need to stem solely from activities and tasks that are inherently enjoyable to 
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students. Rather, how a teacher presents tasks is vital in whether or not the student feels 
competence, autonomy and relatedness associated with that task. The literature 
continually highlights the importance of autonomy in connection with the other basic 
needs as the foundation for intrinsic motivation (Deci et al., 19991; Niemiec & Ryan, 
2009), differentiating this theory from self-efficacy theory, as outlined in one of the 
following sections. 
Lastly, Deci and colleagues (1991) note that autonomy is more likely to develop ·if 
youth have feelings of relatedness to an important adult, such as a teacher or coach. 
Competence is likely increased when youth are provided with appropriately challenging 
tasks, and receive appropriate feedback and opportunities for mastery. This is greatly 
enhanced when youth feel that their behavior is self-driven (i.e. autonomous) (Niemiec & 
Ryan, 2009). Therefore, although autonomy is foundational for the link between basic 
needs satisfaction and motivation, all three basic psychological needs are intertwined. 
Specific Applications: Sport and Physical Activity. Researchers have also 
considered the application of self-determination theory to sport and physical activity 
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settings specifically (Edmunds, Ntoumanis & Duda, 2008; Mallett, 2005; Ryan, Williams, 
Patrick & Deci, 2009). Mallett (2005) provided a case study of: his own coaching 
endeavors, suggesting that coach behaviors have the potential to create autonomy-
supportive environments that support the satisfaction of all three of athletes' basic needs. 
He outlines autonomy-supportive environments in a way that is congruent with the 
strategies suggested for teachers by Deci et al. (1991): allowing opportunities for choice, 
valuing initiative, providing reasoning for decisions and acknowledging athletes' feelings. 
This type of environment supports the satisfaction of all three basic needs because it 
encourages athlete choice (autonomy), provides learning opportunities for growth 
(competence), and encourages a cooperative structure among teammates (relatedness) 
(Mallett, 2005). 
While Mallett (2005) suggests that creating autonomy-supportive environments 
must be part of the coach's style and philosophy, Edmunds and colleagues (2008) suggest 
that these types of behaviors can be taught. This suggests that coaches can be trained in 
how to create these types of environments and how to behave in ways that support the 
development of self-determination. Although literature has not directly addressed specific 
coach training programs and their links to self-determination theory, Ryan and colleagues 
(2009) have suggested particular strategies for creating autonomy-supportive 
environments. One strategy suggested for coaches in creating autonomy-supportive 
environments that also foster competence and relatedness is to concentrate on 
intrinsically focused goals (Ryan et al., 2009). Concentration on these types of goals not 
only fosters competence and autonomy in particular, but also tends to lead to the 
56 
maintenance of change behaviors and a long-term desire for physical activity (Ryan et al., 
2009). Holistic youth development encompasses the desire for increasing healthy 
behaviors throughout the lifetime. Therefore, aiding coaches in learning how to create 
contexts that support these outcomes in crucial. 
Self-Efficacy Theory 
Self-efficacy refers to one's belief in his or her ability to successfully perform a. 
given task or behavior (Bandura, 1977, 1997). The concept of self-efficacy strongly 
relates to the basic psychological need of competence, as outlined by Deci and Ryan 
(2000, 2012). According to self-efficacy theory, there are four sources of self-efficacy: 
performance accomplishments (i.e. opportunities for mastery and success), vicarious 
experiences (i.e. modeling, preferably by a like-other), verbal persuasion (i.e. feedback 
from others) and emotional arousal (i.e. the appraisal of one's physical and emotional 
arousal) (Bandura, 1997, 1993, 1997). In general, a high sense of self-efficacy has been 
connected to increased initiation, persistence, effort and embracing challenges (Bandura, 
1977, 1997). More specifically, in regard to students, those with high self-efficacy tend to 
have increased cognitive and academic performance, higher commitment to goals, 
improved anxiety control and ability to cope with stress, better peer relations and more 
pro-social behaviors (Bandura, 1993). 
Research on teachers suggests that teachers' behaviors are shaped by their 
personal sense of efficacy in the classroom, which, in turn, shapes the classroom 
environment. Furthermore, teachers with a high sense of self-efficacy tend to provide 
their students with more opportunities for mastery, and they tend to have increased 
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student performance (Bandura, 1993). While teachers and coaches are distinct in many 
ways, they also have many role similarities. Therefore, it is helpful to consider both 
general self-efficacy theory and teacher efficacy as a foundation for coaching efficacy. 
Coaching Efficacy 
Background. As noted above, coaching efficacy grew from the concepts of 
general self-efficacy and teacher efficacy (Feltz et al., 1999). Self-efficacy theory, 
discussed in Chapter One and briefly outlined above, focuses on one's general belief in 
his or her ability to accomplish a specific task. Teacher efficacy, on the other hand, is 
specific to the professional domain. As defmed by Tschannen-Moray and Hoy (2001), "a 
teacher' s efficacy belief is a judgment of his or her capabilities to bring about desired 
outcomes of student engagement and learning, even among those students who may be 
difficult or unmotivated" (p. 783). It focuses on the teacher's belief in his or her ability 
and responsibility over student outcomes, including both success and failure. Beyond this, 
researchers have argued that teacher efficacy is also specific to subject matter and 
teaching context. However, despite this general agreement, it has proven difficult to 
validly and reliably measure the construct of teacher efficacy (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 
2001). 
Drawing from the concepts of self-efficacy theory, including the identified 
sources of self-efficacy beliefs and the more specific concept of teacher efficacy, which is 
task and context specific, Feltz and colleagues (1999) developed the construct of 
coaching efficacy. Coaching efficacy refers to a coach's belief in his or her ability to 
influence player learning and performance, including physical, emotional and 
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psychosocial notions of performance. In seeking to understand .and capture the various 
tasks and responsibilities of coaching, four domains of coaching efficacy were 
determined: game strategy efficacy, motivation efficacy, technique efficacy and character 
building efficacy. ·Each of these domains is defined in Chapter One. These four domains 
comprise total coaching efficacy (Feltz et al., 1999; Feltz et al., 2009). 
Sources of Coaching Efficacy. Drawing from Bandura's (1977, 1997) concept of 
the sources of self-efficacy, researchers have explored the sources of coaching efficacy. 
While not directly examined within the framework of past performance accomplishments 
- vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion and emotional arousal (Bandura, 1977, 1997) 
- many of these identified, and specific, sources of coaching efficacy fall within these 
four domains. Along with the development of the coaching confidence questionnaire, 
sources of coaching efficacy were examined in relation to each of the four domains of 
coaching efficacy. Researchers found that game strategy efficacy was influenced by 
perceived community support, past win record and years of coaching experience; 
motivation efficacy was influenced by perceived community support, past win record, 
years of coaching experience, perceived ability of the team and perceived parental 
support; technique efficacy was influence by perceived community support; but no pre-
determined sources were linked with character building efficacy (Feltz et al. , 1999). 
Further research suggested that character building efficacy was linked with player 
improvement and internal support (i.e. support from the players and the parents) (Feltz et 
al., 2009). Additionally, player ability and the coaches' past playing experience have also 
been suggested as sources of coaching efficacy (Feltz et al., 1999; Feltz et al. 2009). It 
59 
has been suggested that the salience of these sources may vary depending on the level of 
athlete being coached. For example, youth coaches may be more focused on player 
improvement, whi.le higher level coaches may place more emphasis on player ability 
(Feltz et al., 2009). Therefore, it is essential to consider the specific coaching context 
when looking at the effect of the various identified sources of coaching efficacy. 
Outcomes Associated with Coaching Efficacy. In addition to sources of 
coaching efficacy, various outcomes have been associated with high levels of coaching 
effiqacy. High-efficacy coaches tend to provide more praise and encouragement, have 
higher winning percentages,' and have players that are more satisfied. Low-efficacy 
coaches, on the other hand, tend to provide more instruction (Feltz et al., 1999). This 
suggests that coaching behaviors are linked to coaches' personal feelings of efficacy, 
which, in turn, influences the player experience. Therefore, it is logical to consider 
strategies for increasing feelings of coaching efficacy in coaches in order to improve both 
the coach and the athlete experience. 
Links to Coach Training. Considering the importance of increasing feelings of 
coaching efficacy, Malete and Feltz (2000) sought to determine the effect of a 12-hour 
coach training program on coaching efficacy scores. Furthermore, coach training may be 
considered a source of efficacy information, as it may contribute to increased preparation, 
particularly when paired with opportunities for mastery experiences. This may be 
especially true for novice _coaches, who h~ye little applied coaching experience (Malete 
& Feltz, 2000). The 12-hour coach training program was designed in line with the 
national standards for athletic coaches (NASPE, 2006), and focused on concepts such as 
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legal issues, the role of the coach, dealing with and preventing injuries, discipline, 
instruction, game strategy, positive coaching and social skills (Malete & Feltz, 2000). 
Following this training, coaches showed moderate improvement in scores, 
particularly for game strategy efficacy and technique efficacy. Two potential 
explanations for the lack of significant increases, particularly in motivation efficacy and 
character building efficacy, are the length of the training program and the content of the 
program (Malete & Feltz, 2000). Malete and Feltz (2000) suggest that a longer training, 
along with the inclusion of a broader range of topics - including motivation, ethics and 
development - may lead to greater increases in efficacy scores. Furthermore, this training 
does not provide any insight into the potential long-term changes in coaching efficacy. As 
is outlined in Chapter Three, the training provided by CAA is intensive and meant to be 
comprehensive of a wide range of topics, with an emphasis on holistic youth 
development. Therefore, it is necessary to examine: 1. if a longer, more intensive training 
leads to greater increases in efficacy scores; 2. if a training that includes topics such as 
culture, coach as mentor, SBYD principles and context, leads to significant increases in 
motivation efficacy and character building efficacy scores; and 3. if a long-term approach, 
providing booster training through webinars and continued support through mentors, 
leads to long-term changes in coach efficacy. 
Tying It All Together: Why Examine CAA 
The CAA coach training and mentoring program offers a unique approach to 
coach training. The CAA model incorporates both formal and informal components -
including an initial, intensive in-person training- and follow up with webinars and 
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mentor support. This long-term approach responds to the needs addressed in current 
coaching literature, which highlights the lack of research examining long-term effects of 
coach training (e.g. Lyle, 2007). Furthermore, the mentoring component of the program 
draws from current research on mentoring styles (Karcher et al., 2006; Karcher et al. , 
2010) while incorporating additional, ongoing support for mentors (Dennison, 2000; 
Keller, 2005; McCaughtry et al., 2005). This study seeks to provide additional,sight 
into coach training, with a particular focus on the coaches' experience and outcomes. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
METHOD 
· '· 
Overview 
In this chapter, a detailed description of CAA (including its organizational 
structure), its partnership with the BU-IACE, and its training and mentoring program will 
be provided. Within this discussion, each role - including CAA coach, coach 
mentor/peer-leader and coach mentor trainer/peer-leader trainer- will be outlined. As a 
guide and reference point, Table 1 below outlines each of these different roles within this 
training paradigm. Each of the three aspects of the training protocol is discussed, 
including the National Training Institute (NTI), monthly webinars and the coach mentor 
program. Additionally, the participants for this study are described, including their typical 
profiles and descriptive statistics, followed by an outline of each of the measures used to 
collect data. This chapter concludes with an outline of intended data analysis procedures. 
Table 1 
Role Descriptions by Year 
Year 1 (2011-2012) 
Role Description Overview of Responsibilities (Aside from Coaching) 
1. First- & Second- 1. Coaches serving for their first 1. Respond to phone calls and e-
mails from coach mentor; utilize 
mentor for support 
Year Coach or second service term with 
Coach Across America (n = 82) 
2. Coach Mentor 2. Current or former Boston 2. Spend 10 hours per week 
University graduate students with reaching out to CAA coaches in 
coaching experience at various their assigned region, via e-mail, 
levels, such as youth sport, phone and/or Skype™; Provide 
private and public high schools, professional and/or personal 
and Division III college They support to CAA coaches, as 
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3. Mentor Trainer 
also had training in coaching 
and/or counseling psychology, 
specializing in sport psychology 
(n = 6) 
3. A coach and coach educator, 
with over 35 years of experience 
world-wide (n = 1) 
Year 2 (2012-2013) 
Role Description . 
1. First-Year Coach 1. Coaches serving for their first 
service term with Coach Across 
America (n = 160) 
2. Second-Year 2. Coaches serving for their 
Coach Peer- second service term with Coach 
Leader Across America, also acting in a 
leadership position supporting 
first-year CAA coaches (n = 4) 
needed; Meet as a group with 
Mentor Trainer once per month 
3. Provide in-person group 
support and training to Coach 
Mentors once per month; 
Provide one-on-one support to 
Coach Mentors via e-mail, phone 
and/or Skype™ as needed 
Overview of Responsibilities 
(Aside from Coaching) 
1. Respond to peer:. leader e-
mails and/or phone calls; Initiate 
contact with peer-leaders when 
in need of personal or 
professional support; Participate 
or view monthly webinars 
2. Reach out to first-year CAA 
coaches in their assigned region 
via e-mail; Be available via e-
mail, phone and/or Skype™ for 
first-year CAA coaches; 
Participate in monthly webinars 
and provide takeaways via e-
mail to first-year CAA coaches; 
Speak with peer~ leader trainers 
once or twice monthly via e-
mail, phone, Skype™ and/or in 
person 
3. Peer-Leader 
Trainer 
3. Graduate students with training 3. Provide personal and/or 
in counseling psychology professional support to peer-
( specializing in sport psychology) leaders, at minimum once or 
and coaching, as well as twice monthly, via e-mail, 
experience as coaches (n = 2) phone, Skype™ and/or in 
person; Aid in developing 
monthly webinars based on 
identified, current coach needs 
64 
Program Description 
Organizational Structure 
Up2Us is a non-profit organization that serves hundreds of community programs . 
across the country, all of which use sport as a vehicle for holistic youth development. 
Up2Us has two main services/functions: the first is the Center for Sport-Based~ outh 
Development, which focuses on trainings, research, assessment and member recruitment 
services; and the second is Coach Across America (CAA), which was started in order to 
train and place youth sport coaches in underserved communities across the United States 
(Up2Us, 2013). In 2011, CAA partnered with Boston University' s Institute for Athletic 
Coach Education (BU-IACE), to help design and facilitate ongoing trainings with three 
components: the National Training Institute (NTI), monthly webinars (in year two) and a 
coach-mentoring program. The BU-IACE, housed within the School of Education, was 
established in 2005 to focus specifically on the education and training of youth sport 
coaches in order to provide opportunities for youth development through physical activity. 
The BU-IACE has worked with organizations, including The Boston English High 
School and Up2Us, and youth coaches throughout the greater Boston area to facilitate 
organizational growth and community leadership. 
The NTI, the frrst component of the training, is a three-day intensive training 
conducted in September at Boston University, provided to all full- and half-time coaches 
that were hired at the time of the NTI. At this NTI, coaches participated in sessions on 
topics such as culture building, vital coaching behaviors, context, coach as mentor, 
reflective practice and introduction to sport-based youth development (SBYD). In 
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addition, coaches were given the opportunity to plan and implement a practice with youth 
at various schools and community centers around Boston. See Appendix A for copies of 
the full NTI schedule for both years. Monthly webinars, the second component of the 
training, first addressed important topics decided on by CAA and BU, such as the use of 
technology, reflective practice and the role of the caring adult. Following webinars were 
developed based on identified coach needs, drawn from the question "what is your 
biggest challenge currently?" on an online reflection log required by CAA .. These coach-
driven webinars addressed topics such as leadership and behavior management. Table 2 
provides a full list and description of all webinars. The mentoring program, the third 
component of the training, will be outlined in more detail later in this chapter. Due to the 
unique approach and novel design of this aspect of the training, it will be given 
significant space in a later section. 
Table 2 
Summary of Monthly Webinars 
Month 
1. October 2012 
Webinar Topic 
1. Introduction & 
Technology Review 
2. November 2012 2. Reflective Practice 
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Brief Summary 
1. An introduction to the second-
year coach peer-leaders, an 
online reflection log required by 
CAA (not part of this 
dissertation), and SkypeTM 
2. A focus on building self-
awareness and the habit of 
reflection; Included outlines of 
practice plans and self-
evaluation handouts, that were 
later made available to coaches 
3. December 2012 3. Behavior Management: 
Aligning Coach & 
Participant Goals 
4. January 2013 4. Building Holistically 
Safe Spaces 
5. February 2013 5. Caring Adult 
6. March 2013 6. Leadership 1.0 
7. April 2013 7. Intentional 
Programming 
8. June 2013 8. Leadership 2.0 
3. Coach-driven webinar; 
Reminder of developmental vs. 
instrumental coaching styles and 
context considerations; 
Consideration of specific 
scenarios to discuss strategies 
for managing difficult youth 
behaviors 
4. Coach-driven webinar (after 
Newtown school shooting); 
Knowing organizational . 
protocols for physically unsafe 
situations; Considering how to . 
create emotionally safe ~paces 
5. Coach as mentor approach; 
Strategies for building trust and 
an educational relationship 
6. Coach-driven webinar; 
Considerations for fostering 
youth and coach leadership; 
Introduction of the TPSR Model 
7. Coaching for outcomes; 
Setting goals for youth and 
designing practices to facilitate 
the achievement of these goals 
8. Coach-driven webinar (in 
response to desire for 
continuation of Leadership 1.0); 
Additional leadership models 
and discussion of coaches' 
leadership styles 
Note: Webinars began in October, one month following September's NT!. May and 
July webinars were cancelled due to scheduling. Coaches began exiting from the 
program in August, so there was also no webinar for that month. 
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See Figure 2 below for a visual depiction of the overall organizational structure of 
Up2Us. See Figure 3 for depictions of the roles ofthe BU-IACE and Figure 4 for the 
roles of CAA over the first two years. 
B«JSWn Univeraity ~ 
.Institute tor Athletic 
Coach Education ~ 
Figure 2. Organizational Structure. 
Coach Across 
America 
Center for Sport· 
Based Youth 
Development 
I 
Member 
Organizations 
Figure 2 depicts the overall organizational structure ofUp2Us. Up2Us, a SBYD 
non-profit organization, has two distinct programs. The Center for Sport-Based Youth 
Development, based in Boston, focuses on providing research, training and program 
assessment of member organizations. Member organizations are various community, 
school and non-profit SBYD programs across the United States that register, for free, 
with the center. The goal of the center is to act as a centralized resource and support 
system for SBYD programs across the nation in order to enhance the effectiveness of 
these programs (Up2Us, 2013). The second program ofUp2Us is CAA, which helps to 
place and train youth sport coaches at some of these member sites across the United 
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States for a one-year service term. In other words, coaches commit to one year working 
as a coach at their site. Depending on their slot type (i.e. full-time, half-time, quarter-time 
or minimum-time), coaches work in an administrative role at their site as well. Only full-
and half-time coaches participate in NTI, the webinars and the coach mentoring program. 
Therefore, these coaches are the focus of this study. Full-time coaches commit to 40 
hours per week over their service term, while half-time coaches commit to 20 hours per 
week throughout their service term. The BU-IACE, while working with some of the staff 
at the Center for Sport-Based Youth Development, focuses only on providing training 
and support to CAA coaches. The partnership between CAA and the BU-IACE does not 
extend to member organizations that do not have a full- or half-time CAA coach at their 
site. See below for a detailed explanation of the roles and responsibilities of the BU-
IACE and CAA in training and supporting these CAA coaches. 
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Figure 3. Boston University Institute for Athletic Coach Education Role Structure. 
This figure provides a visual representation of the roles and responsibilities of the 
BU-IACE, broken down by service year. In Year 1 (2011-2012), the director of the BU-
lACE, along with the researcher, aided in designing aspects of the NTI, including 
sessions on the coach-as-mentor model, foundations of coachillg and practice planning. 
The director of the BU-IACE recruited graduate students to aid in the delivery of some of 
these sessions, and also recruited six current and former graduate students with 
experience as coaches at various levels to act as coach-mentors to the CAA coaches. 
Lastly, he recruited one coach-mentor trainer with extensive experience as a coach and 
coach educator to act as a support for the coach mentors. 
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In Year 2 (2012-2013), the BU-IACE, again, aided in the development and 
implementation of sessions during the NTI. Additionally, the director ofthe BU-IACE 
recruited two graduate students - one in coaching and one in counseling psychology 
(specializing in sport psychology)- to .act as peer-leader trainers. The director of the BU-
lACE, the researcher and the two peer-leader trainers worked with CAA staff to develop 
and implement the monthly webinars as previously outlined. For a brief outline of the 
roles highlighted above, see Table 1. A more detailed explanation is also provided in the 
section outlining the three-tiered mentoring structure. 
Coach A(l'Oss America 
I 
Year 1 (2011-2012) 
, First & Second , 
. ......., YearCoach 
.Mentees 
I 
Year 2 (:!012·2013) 
-
' Lead.Des_·_. ign fOl 
NTI 
Help Develop · 
- Monthly : 
j 
~: 
; 
Webinars 
Second Year 
Coach Peer-
Leaders 
-
: First Year , 
Co~h Mcnt¢es 
Figure 4. Coach Across America Role Structure. 
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The figure above outlines the roles and responsibilities of the CAA staff and 
coaches, broken down by service year. In Year 1 (2011.:.2012), CAA staff took the lead in 
designing and delivering the NTI, including determining the overall schedule, recruiting 
outside presenters, and designing sessions such as "Tricks of the Trade" and "Intro to 
SBYD." Additionally, they were responsible for recruiting the first- and second-year 
CAA coaches, signing them up for the NTI, and assigning them to one of the coach 
mentors based on the region in which they lived. 
In Year 2 (2012-2013), CAA staff again took the lead in designing and delivering 
the NTI. They also aided in designing and delivering the monthly webinars in 
conjunction with the BU team outlined above (i.e. the Director of the BU-IACE, the 
researcher and the two peer-leader trainers), including all of the logistics, such as 
reminders regarding the time of the webinars and setting up the webinar platform. In 
terms of personnel, CAA staff recruited four CAA coaches, who had chosen to stay on 
for a second or third service term, to act as peer-leaders, providing support to full- and 
half-time first-year CAA coaches. As in Year 1, CAA was also responsible for the 
recruitment of all of the first-year CAA coaches, and for assigning these first-year 
coaches to one of the four peer-leaders based on the region in which they lived. 
Coach Mentoring Program Purpose 
The coach-mentoring program, the third component of the training program as 
part of the collaboration between the BU-IACE and CAA, was aimed at providing 
additional training and support for SBYD coaches. A description of the BU-IACE is 
provided in one of the previous sections. As previously mentioned, CAA places youth 
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coaches in various SBYD community organizations- such as America SCORES and 
MetroLacrosse- across the nation for one year, while providing a living stipend. 
America SCORES is a program that collaborates with urban schools to combine soccer, 
poetry and service, with sites in 13 cities. They serve 8,000 youth in middle and 
elementary schools across the nation (America SCORES, 2013). MetroLacrosse, based in 
Boston and Chelsea, Massachusetts, is a lacrosse program that serves more than 700 
youth from low-income neighborhoods through out-of-school programming, including a 
full spring season and year-round intramural programs (MetroLacrosse, 20i3). All full-
and half-time CAA coaches have regular contact with their youth athletes throughout 
each week. 
CAA partnered with the BU-IACE in 2011 to help better train and support these 
youth sport coaches. Prior to this partnership, CAA's training program included a three-
day National Training Institute (NTI) at the beginning of the service term, and one 
support staff member. As previously stated, each coach signs on to serve at his or her site 
for one full year. The former Assistant Director ofCAA was the sole contact for all CAA 
coaches throughout their service term. She was available via e-mail and to respond to 
challenges and urgent needs identified through an online reflection log, required to be 
completed by all CAA coaches bi-weekly. However, due to the limited capacity of one 
staff member to support 80 full- and half-time coaches each year, the amount and type of 
support she could provide was limited. As outlined above, BU-IACE staff aided in 
designing and delivering training during the NTI, online monthly webinars and weekly 
contact with a coach mentor or peer-leader. 
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Through this partnership, the BU-IACE and CAA's commitment was to provide 
significantly more support targeted to help coaches feel they have made a difference in 
children's lives, help them feel supported throughout their service term, increase their 
sense of efficacy in their ability to coach and work in SBYD, and inspire them to become 
committed to working in youth development in some capacity for the long term. This 
differed from the previous support structure, which included a small staff present to 
design and deliver the NTI, and one CAA staff member to respond to challenges and 
needs of coaches who reached out requesting support throughout their service year. 
Through this partnership, the goal was to provide support and development to all co~hes, 
including those who had not necessarily identified challenges or crises. Additionally, 
with this enhanced training for full- and half-time CAA coaches focused on SBYD, 
·' 
mentoring and coaching principles - such as strategies for developing trusting 
relationships (e.g. being sure to learn every child's name and noticing when they return 
after missing a few practices), behavior management skills and interactional styles (e.g. 
allowing kids a choice of activities, rather than always being directive) - the coaches may 
be better able to help support CAA and BU-IACE' s goals for the youth they are coaching. 
The anticipated outcomes from these goals include instilling healthy behaviors regarding 
exercise and nutrition, increasing self-confidence, and providing a safe space for healthy 
development. 
As part of the collaboration with CAA, the BU-IACE has provided: 1. experts in 
the field of coach training to help design and implement trainings during the NTI and 
monthly webinars. These experts include the Director of the BU-IACE, who has a 
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Doctorate in sport psychology, and has extensive experience as a professional athlete and 
as a coach, both at the Division I collegiate level as well as youth levels. He has led the 
design of various SBYD programs at Boston English High School, organized conferences 
I . 
on the psychology of coaching and sport-system re-design, and worked to train youth 
coaches across the region. Additionally, he recruited doctoral students in coaching or 
counseling psychology (specializing in sport psychology), and reached out to experts 
such as Michael Karcher (researcher at the University of Texas, San Antonio, focused on 
mentoring) and Deborah Feltz (researcher at Michigan State, who developed the 
Coaching Confidence Questionnaire), regarding some of the concepts presented at the 
NTI; 2. advanced graduate students in coaching and sport psychology for weekly distance 
mentoring support to CAA coaches (more detail below); and 3. data collection (both 
qualitative and quantitative) to be used to evaluate the program, including the data 
highlighted in this dissertation. 
Coach Mentoring Program Description 
As previously mentioned, CAA partnered with BU-lACE in 2011. For the 2011-
2012 and 2012-2013 service years, the BU-IACE helped design the initial three-day NTI, 
an intensive educational training for all full- and half-time CAA coaches to acclimate 
them to CAA's goals and values- including the SBYD, mentoring and coaching 
principles listed above. The NTI, which takes place prior to the beginning of each service 
year, consists of various sessions about coaching practices, youth development concepts 
and hands-on experience with community SBYD programs around Boston. Appendix A 
provides the full schedule of the NTI, for both service years. Additionally, the BU-IACE 
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helped design and implement monthly webinars to provide continued training for full-
and half-time coaches. An overview of these webinars is presented in Table 2, above. 
These one-hour webinars were meant to support coaches based on empirically supported 
theory and practices. Specific topics were determined by feedback from coaches on 
particular challenges they were facing, such as developing leadership skills and creating · 
emotionally and physically safe spaces for youth. As the third component of the training 
protocol, the BU-IACE has also designed and implemented a mentorship program for 
CAA coaches, beginning at the NTI. 
Both years, the mentorship support program was a three-tiered model. Most 
mentoring models consist of two tiers: men tee (Tier 1) and mentor (Tier 2) (e.g. David, 
2000; Day & Allen, 2004; Karcher et al. 2006, 2010). The CAA model, however, added a 
third-tier, geared toward supporting and training those in the second tier. This program 
utilized advanced graduate students and experts in the field of coach training to provide 
weekly support to CAA coaches, via phone, e-mail, Skype TM and webinars. The 
following sections outline the structure of this three-tiered model for each year. 
Three-tiered Mentoring Structure: Year 1 (2011-2012). Figure 5 below 
provides a visual of the three-tiered mentoring structure for Year 1. Tier 1 consisted of 
approximately 80 full- and half-time CAA coaches, including those who were serving 
their second term with CAA. Tier 2 consisted of six current and former Boston 
University graduate students, all who had knowledge and experience coaching at various 
levels. These mentors all had graduate training in coaching and/or counseling psychology 
(specializing in sport psychology). Additionally, all of these coach mentors had 
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experience coaching at various levels, including youth, high school (both public and 
private), collegiate and the Special Olympics. Five out of the six coach mentors 
continued to coach while acting in this mentorship role. Tier 3 was one mentor trainer, 
who has over 3 5 years of experience in coaching, coach training and teaching. lie was a 
member and chair of Rugby Canada's National Coaching Committee for 25 years, chair 
of the National Coaching Certification Council of Canada for three years, and is a current 
member of the International Rugby Board's Training and Education Working Group. 
Additionally, he has extensive experience as an athlete and coach, including as the 
national teams' (under 21) coach for senior men's and women's rugby in Can~da. He has 
35 years of experience in education as a professor. 
lL Coach Mentors; Graduaw 
Students 
I. First & Second Year CAA Coacllet 
Figure 5. Year 1 (2011-2012) three-tiered mentoring structure. 
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In Year 1, each coach mentor was assigned one ofthe following regions: Boston, 
New York, Mid-West, Mountain, Los Angeles/Southern California or Pacific North West. 
Each ofthe coach mentor regions consisted of 10-14 first- and second-year CAA coaches. 
Mentors were asked to spend 10 hours per week in their position. The majority of this 
time was intended to be spent making contact- via phone, e-mail or Skype™- with the 
first- and second-year CAA coaches assigned to their group. Additionally, the coach 
mentors met as a group with the mentor trainer in person once each month. The mentor 
trainer was also available to the mentors via phone and e-mail on a regular basis. 
Three-tiered Mentoring Structure: Year 2 (2012-2013). Figure 6 provides a 
visual ofthe three-tiered mentoring structure for Year 2. Tier 1 consisted of60-70 first-
year CAA coaches (FYCs). Tier 2 consisted of four second-year CAA coaches (SYCs), 
acting as peer-leaders. At the start of the year, there were five SYCs, but one left shortly 
after the beginning of the service term to take another job. Tier 3 consisted of two 
doctoral students acting as peer-leader trainers. Both of these peer-leader trainers had 
training in counseling, sport psychology and coaching. One of the peer-leader trainers 
acted in the role of coach mentor (Tier 2) in Year 1. 
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U. Peer-Leader: · 
Second Year CAA Coadles 
L First Year CAA.Coaehes 
Figure 6. Year 2 (2012-2013) three-tiered mentoring structure. 
For Year 2, the decision was made to use SYCs as peer-leaders (Tier 2) as a way 
of improving career pathways for SBYD coaches. This decision was made both due to 
budget constraints and also to better match CAA's objective of increasing opportunities 
for career growth for SBYD coaches. The goal was to provide SYCs an opportunity to act 
in more of a leadership role, as well as to provide FYCs with access to peer-leaders that 
had experience in their context as a CAA coach. As in Year 1, SYCs were each assigned 
a general region, consisting of 15-20 FYCs. As this was an add-on to the job description, · 
the time demand on Tier 2 was less than it was in Year 1. SYCs were initially asked to 
reach out to their FYCs via e-mail twice monthly, hold office hours once monthly, attend 
the monthly webinars, and engage with their assigned peer-leader trainer once a month. 
FYCs were asked to reach out to their SYCs during office hours. No quantitative data 
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was collected regarding adherence and compliance with these expectations. However, 
some information about this was gathered from focus group questions. 
The peer-leader trainers were initially asked to make contact with the SYCs once 
monthly via phone or Skype™. However, these relationships quickly evolved due to both 
the motivation of the peer-leaders and the peer-leader trainers. Both peer-leader trainers 
had weekly or bi-weekly contact with their assigned peer-leaders. The peer-leader 
trainers were also asked to aid in the development of monthly webinars, taking·the lead 
on designing two webinars each. 
Participants 
Partic,ipants for this study were drawn from all full- and half-time CAA coaches 
for the service years 2011-2012 and 2012-2013. In Year 1, 82 coaches completed the 
quantitative measures, while five coaches participated in a focus group. In Year 2, 160 
coaches completed the quantitative measures, while seven first-year coaches participated 
in focus groups. In both years, those in Tiers 2 and 3 also participated in focus groups 
and/or interviews. However, for the purpose of this study, only those focus groups 
conducted with Tier 1 coaches will be analyzed. CAA coaches commit to a year-long 
service term; full-time coaches commit to 40 hours per week, while half-time coaches 
commit to 20 hours per week at their host site. Each coach applies to work at a SBYD 
program in an under-resourced community in the United States. Each coach receives a 
living stipend commensurate with his/her time slot. Although knowledge about youth 
sport coaches is limited, it is known that many youth sport coaches are unpaid volunteers, 
and are often parents of youth participants. Coaches that do get paid are often those with 
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expertise working with elite-level youth (Hedstrom & Gould, 2004). Therefore, there is 
no logical comparison group for these coaches. 
Typical Coach Profile (Year 1: n = 82; Year 2: n = 160) 
Coaches who apply for positions represent a wide variety of backgrounds. Many 
are recent college graduates, often from small liberal arts schools, who are looking for 
their frrstjob and who want to give back in some way. Most of these coaches come from 
middle to upper class backgrounds. About half of the coaches serve in what they consider 
to be their local communities. Approximately 29% of coaches are former participants in 
the programs in which they serve. The majority of coaches are in their twenties and 
represent a relatively equal gender breakdown (Akhtar, McCarthy, Barrett & Ettl, 2013). 
Descriptive Statistics for Quantitative Measures 
Descriptive statistics for this sample will be divided by service year. In Year 1, 82 
coaches, with a mean age of25.025 (sd = 4.706) completed the quantitative measures. Of 
these coaches, 52.4% (n = 43) identified as male, 47.6% (n = 3.9) identified as female; 
43.9% (n = 36) identified as Caucasian, 22% (n = 18) as Hispanic, 14.6% (n = 12) as 
Mrican American, 6.1% (n = 5) as Asian American, 11% (n = 9) as Other, and two did 
not provide an ethnic affiliation. On average, coaches had 3.208 (sd = 4.173) years of 
experience coaching their primary sport. Table 3 provides a summary of these descriptive 
statistics. 
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Table 3 
Participant Descriptive Statistics: Year 1 (2011-2012) (n = 82) 
Demographic · Mean (Sd) 
Age 
Years Coaching Experience (primary sport) 
Gender 
Male 
Female 
Demographic 
Ethnicity 
Caucasian 
Hispanic 
African American 
Asian American 
Other 
Unidentified 
. 25.025 (4.706) 
3.208 (4.173) 
. Percentage (n) 
52.4 (43) 
47.6 (39) 
43.9 (36) 
22 (18) 
14.6(12) 
6.1 (5) 
11 (9) 
2.3 (2) 
In Year 2, 160 coaches, with a mean age of24.006 years (sd= 5.76) (five coaches 
did not provide their ages), completed the quantitative measures. Of these coaches, 
50.06% (n = 81) identified as female, 48.8% (n = 78) identified as male, and 0.6% (n = 1) 
identified as transgender; 38.8% (n = 62) identified as Caucasian, 20.6% (n = 33) as 
Hispanic, 20.0% (n = 32) as African American, 2.5% (n = 4) as Asian American, 1.9% (n 
= 3) as Native North American Indian, and 14.4% (n = 23) as unidentified. On average, 
from the 59 coaches that provided data on this question, coaches had 4.01 (sd = 3.824) 
years coaching experience in their primary sport. Table 4 provides a summary of these 
descriptive statistics. 
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Table 4 
Participant Descriptive Statistics: Year 2 (2012-2013) (n = 160) 
Demographic Mean (Sd) 
Age 
Years Coaching Experience (primary sport) 
Gender 
Demographic 
Male 
Female 
Transgender 
Ethnicity 
Caucasian 
Hispanic 
African American 
Asian American 
Native North American Indian 
Unidentified 
Description of Participants for Qualitative Component 
24.006 (5.760) 
4.01 (3.824) (n =59) 
Percentage (n) 
48.8 (78) 
50.6 (81) 
0.6 (1) 
38.8 (62) 
20.6 (33) 
20.0 (32) 
2.5 (4) 
1.9 (3) 
14.4 (23) 
In Year 1, three male and two female second-year CAA coaches (n = 5) 
participated in a focus group in Los Angeles. For Year 1, second-year CAA coaches 
were chosen to participate in the focus group because they had spent one year serving 
prior to the partnership between CAA and the BU-IACE and one year serving after the 
partnership had been established. In Year 2, four male and three female CAA first-year 
coaches (n = 7) participated in three separate focus groups; three from Denver, two from 
Los Angeles and two from New York City. Demographics were not collected for those 
that participated in focus groups beyond gender. The focus groups were conducted to 
gain insight into the participants' experiences with all three aspects of the long-term 
training, including the NTI, webinars and mentoring. More detail about the purpose of 
these focus groups will be provided later in the chapter. 
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Measures 
The following sections outline the measures, both qualitative and quantitative, 
that were used. Table 5 provides an overview of each of the quantitative measures used. 
At the end of this section, Table 6 summarizes all of the data collected for both years. 
Coaching Confidence Questionnaire (CES-11) 
The CES-II was used to assess coaches' perceptions of their coaching efficacy at 
three distinct measurement periods throughout the service term. The original Coaching 
Confidence Questionnaire (CES) contained 24 items measured on a 10-point Likert scale 
("0"- not at all confident; "9"- extremely confident) (Feltz et al., 1999). All items begin 
with the prompt "How confident are you in your ability to ... ?" Four distinct dimensions 
were identified: technique efficacy, motivation efficacy, game strategy efficacy and 
character building efficacy. Examples of each dimension include: "demonstrate the skills 
ofyour sport" (technique), "build the self-confidence of your athletes" (motivation), 
"recognize opposing teams' strengths during competition" (game strategy), and "instill an 
attitude of fair play among your athletes" (character building). All of these dimensions 
were shown to contribute to total coaching efficacy (TCE). Conf1rmatory factor analysis 
produced t-values above 12 (p < .01) and R2 values above 0.40. Internal reliabilities for 
all subscales ranged from .87 to .90 (Feltz et al., 1999). 
In 2009, Feltz, Hepler, Roman and Paiement devised a condensed version of the 
questionnaire, the CES-II, which has been deemed more appropriate for youth sport 
coaches. This determination was based on work of other researchers looking at high 
school and small college coaches. They found t~t these coaches did not use the lower 
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ratings (0 to 4) on the scale. They argue that youth coaches may be more likely to use. the 
lower ratings on a 5-point scale (Myers, Wolfe & Feltz, 2005). This cpndensed version 
maintains the use all of 24 items, but measured on a 5-point Likert scale (" 1" - no 
confidence; "5"- complete confidence) rather than a 10-point Likert scale. All four . 
original dimensions were significantly inter-correlated, with r-values ranging from .40 
to .76. In addition, all dimensions were significantly correlated with TCE, with r-va1ues 
ranging from .68 to .89. Furthermore, scale reliabilities from correlational analyses 
result~d in a Cronbach's alpha for external support of .76 and .66 for internal support. 
Lastly, reliability of the CES-II subscales ranged from .85 to .92, with an overall 
Cronbach's alpha of .95 (Feltz et al., 2009). These findings indicate that the condensed 
scale is both valid and reliable for use with youth ·sport coaches. See Appendix B for a 
copy ofthe CES-II. 
Coach Background Questionnaire 
This background questionnaire was used to gather a variety of demographic 
information from participants. Coaches completed a demographic background 
questionnaire, which included questions regarding their gender, ethnic affiliation, age, 
educational background, sport coached, gender and level of their athletes, coaching 
experience in their identified sport, present position, experience as an athlete in their 
identified sport, and time spent coaching. See Appendix C for a copy of the background 
questionnaire. 
Perceived Athlete Ability and Improvement Scale 
The perceived athlete ability and improvement questions were utilized to assess 
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coaches' perceptions of their players, as this information has been shown to influence 
coaching efficacy (Feltz et al., 1999). Based on the work of Park (1992, as cited by Feltz 
et al., 1999), coaches were' asked, "How would you rate the overall ability of the athletes 
on your team this year?" Test-retest reliability of this question was .83 (Feltz et al., 1999). 
Additional work on coaching efficacy identified athlete improvement as a potential 
source for coaching efficacy. Therefore, coaches were asked, "How woufd you rate the 
overall improvement of your athletes so far this season?" (Feltz et al., 2009). Both 
questions used a 1 0-point Likert scale, with "0" indicating poor and "9" indicating 
excellent (Feltz et al., 1999; Feltz et al., 2009). See Appendix D for a copy of this 
questionnaire. 
Coaching Support/Satisfaction Questionnaire . 
The coaching satisfaction/support questionnaire was used to assess coaches' 
perceptions of athlete, parent and organizational support, as well as factors regarding 
their level of satisfaction with coaching. An initial study by Feltz et al. (1999) included 
questions regarding perceived support from faculty, students, athletic director, parents 
and community (Park, 1992, as cited by Feltz et al., 1999). In line with Feltz and 
colleagues' (2009) study on youth sport coaches, participants in this study were asked 
about perceived support from parents, athletes, the organization running their program 
and the community. All questions began with the stem, "In comparison with your 
perception of the ideal youth sports program how would you rate ... ?" All questions were 
scored on a 10-point Likert scale, "0" indicating poor and "9" indicating excellent (Feltz 
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~ . 
et' aL, 2009). Test-retest reliability for the original five support questions ranged from .80 
' . ' . 
to .89 (Feltz et al., 1999). 
Coaches also ·answered eight questions assessing their current feelings of 
coaching satisfaction, as suggested by Feltz (personal communication, September 7, 
2011 ). All questions were measured using a 1 0-point Likert scale, with "0" indicating not 
at all and "9" indicating very/a lot. Questions included items such as, "How ~uccessful do 
you feel as a coach?" and "I would like to coach again next season." See Appendix E for 
a copy of this questionnaire. Table 5, below, provides a summary of each of the 
quantitative measures used. 
Table 5 
Summary of Quantitative Measures 
Measure 
1. CES-11 
2. Coach Background 
Questionnaire 
3. Perceived Athlete Ability and 
Improvement Scale 
4. Coaching Support/Satisfaction 
Questionnaire 
Summary 
1. 24-item scale measuring coaching efficacy, 
including total coaching efficacy, game strategy 
efficacy, motivation efficacy, technique efficacy and 
character building efficacy 
2. Demographic information, including aspects such 
as age, ethnicity, coaching experience and 
educational background; Also includes 
demographics for the athletes coached, such as sport, 
level and gender 
3. Coach perceptions of athletes' current ability level 
and likelihood for improvement. 
4. Coach perceptions of athlete, parent and 
organizational support; Current feelings of 
satisfaction with coaching 
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Semi-Structured Focus Groups 
Focus groups were used to assess participants' experiences with all three 
components of the training program, including the NTI, monthly webinars and the coach 
mentoring program. The researcher conducted semi-structured focus groups with various 
sets of participants from Tier 1 of the mentoring structure. A semi-structured approach 
was used in order to allow for comparison of data across focus groups, while still 
providing the researcher the opportunity to ask follow-up and clarifying questions 
(Drummond & Jones, 2010). Focus groups were used in order to increase the number of 
perspectives and to allow for participants to build off of each other's responses (Patton, 
2002). 
In Year 1 (2011-2013), five second-year coaches participated in a focus group in 
Los Angeles. This focus group was meant to garner insight into the coaches' experiences 
over their two years of service, including challenges faced, their perspectives on training 
I 
provided, and support received from their coach mentors. These coaches had spent their 
first service year without a mentor, and attended an NTI prior to the partnership between 
CAA and the BU-IACE. In their second service year, they attended the NTI as it had 
been re-designed following the partnership between CAA and the BU-IACE, and had the 
support of a coach mentor. Therefore, they could provide a unique perspective regarding 
the implementation of the program. Some prompts from this focus group included, "What 
were your biggest challenges in your first year? In your second year?" and, "In what 
ways have you used the BU mentors? In what specific instances was your mentor most 
helpful?" See Appendix F for a full copy of the focus group guide. 
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In Year 2 (2012-2013), three focus groups were conducted with first-year coaches 
in order to gain their insight into the training and support received throughout their 
service term. Topics focused on the NTI, monthly webinars, contact with their designated 
peer-leader, and other identified support systems. Focus groups in multiple regions were 
conducted in order to gain a broader perspective of coach experiences (Patton, 2002). 
Focus groups were conducted with three coaches from Denver, two coaches from Los 
Angeles and two coaches from New York City. Sample prompts included, "What have 
you found most helpful from the ongoing training provided throughout the year, 
including the National Training Institute and monthly webinars? What have you found to 
be less helpful from these training opportunities?" and, "In what ways have you used 
your Second-Year Coach peer-leader? In what specific instances was your peer-leader 
most helpful?" See Appendix G for a full copy of the focus group guide. 
Table 6 
Summary of Collected Data 
Year 1 (201.1-2012) 
Quantitative Qualitative 
1. Coach Background 1. Focus group 
Questionnaire with five second-
year coaches in 
Los Angeles 
2. Coaching Support/ 
Satisfaction 
Questionnaire 
3. Perceived Athlete 
Ability and 
Improvement 
Year 2 (2012-2013) 
Quantitative Qualitative 
1. Coach Background 1. Focus group with 
Questionnaire three first-year 
coaches in Denver 
2. Coaching Support/ 
Satisfaction 
Questionnaire . 
3. Perceived Athlete 
Ability and 
Improvement 
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2. Focus group with 
two first-year 
coaches in Los 
Angeles 
3. Focus group with 
two first-year 
coaches from New 
Scale 
4. CES-11 (pre-, mid-
and post-test) 
Scale 
4. CES-11 (pre-NTI, 
post-NTI, mid-
and post-test) · 
Procedure 
York City, via 
Skype™ 
All data was given to the researcher and/or collected following Institutional 
Review Board (IRB) approval. As this study focuses on retrospective data collected over 
a two-year period, two separate IRB applications were submitted - one for each year -
and approved. Quantitative data was collected by CAA staff members as part of their 
requirements for all full- and half-time coaches. This data was de-identified by these staff 
members. Data was not passed along until IRB approval was gained by the researcher. 
Additionally, CAA distributed and collected its own informed consent forms, gaining 
permission to pass this data along to the researcher. All focus groups were conducted by 
the researcher, after IRB approval was granted and after participants signed informed 
consent forms. 
Quantitative Measures 
Participants were recruited via convenience sampling from the NTI in Boston and 
with the help of the CAA staff. All full- and half-time coaches present at the NTI were 
required by CAA to complete the baseline battery of quantitative measures, but were 
given the option to refuse consent for their data to be given to the researcher at Boston 
University. This baseline data was completed with pencil/pen and paper. A CAA staff 
member then assigned each coach who gave consent a unique identification number, 
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which was not revealed to the researcher. All coaches, including those full- and half-time 
coaches on-boarded following the NTI, were asked by CAA, but not required, to 
complete the mid-year and end-of-year battery of quantitative measures via· Survey 
Monkey. All data collected via Survey Monkey was downloaded by a CAA staff member, 
and matched with original identification numbers assigned to baseline data. New 
participants were assigned a unique identification number. 
Qualitative Measures 
All participants in focus groups were recruited via e-mail and/or pho!le~ All focus 
group and interview participants gave informed consent. In Year 1 (2011-2012); coaches 
from Los Angeles were contacted via e-mail regarding their willingness to partidpate in a 
focus group. The researcher conducted the focus group, lasting approximately 45 minutes, 
in person in Los Angeles during a breakout session of a full-day coach training. 
In Year 2 (2012-2013), first-year coaches in Denver, Los Angeles and New York 
were contacted via CAA staff members regarding their willingness to participate in focus 
groups. Recruitment was originally done via e-mail with phone call follow-ups. The 
researcher conducted all of the focus groups with willing coaches in these cities (three 
from Denver, two from Los Angeles and two from New York City). Each ofthese focus 
groups lasted 30 to 50 minutes. The focus groups with coaches from Los Angeles and 
Denver were conducted in person, while the focus group with coaches from New York 
City was conducted via Skype ™ due to difficulties in scheduling and travel. 
All focus groups and interviews were recorded on the researcher' s computer and 
iPhone, both of which are password protected. Focus groups and interviews were then 
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transcribed verbatim by work-study students at Boston University with no involvement 
with the CAA or this study. 
Data Analysis 
The following two sections outline the methods of data analysis for both the 
quantitative and qualitative sections. Table 7, at the end of this chapter, summarizes these 
analyses as they align with the collected data and research questions. 
Quantitative Data Analysis 
The following analyses will be conducted utilizing data gathered from the CES-II, the 
coach background questionnaire, perceived athlete ability and improvement scale, and the 
coaching support/satisfaction questionnaire. 
1. As this is a retrospective study, obtaining a true comparison group is not possible. 
Data published in Feltz et al. (2009) was used as a pseudo-comparison group. The 
pre-test means and standard deviations from this study were compared to those 
published in Feltz et al. (2009). It is important to note that Feltz and colleagues 
(2009) focused on volunteer coaches, largely coaching ice hockey. Therefore, 
though the sample for this study is more diverse, this remains the only published 
data with a relatively comparable sample. 
2. Repeated measures ANOV As were run for pre-, mid- and post-test data for Years 
1 and 2 to determine if there is a natural change in CES-II Scores mid-year. 
3. Stepwise multiple regressions were run to consider the factors that influence post-
test scores on each dimension (i.e. ME, TE, GSE and CBE) and TCE scores. A 
stepwise multiple regression, rather than a linear regression, was used to 
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determine ifthe number ofwebinars viewed had an impact on end-line scores, 
above sources of coaching efficacy previously identified in the literature (Feltz et 
al., 1999; Feltz et al., 2009; Kleinbaum, Kupper, Nizam & Muller, 2008). 
4. Independent samples t-tests were used to determine if there were significant 
differences between end-line CES-11 scores (including ME, TE, GSE, CBE and 
TCE scores) for coaches who attended the NTI compared to those coaches who 
did not attend the NTI. 
5. Paired samples t-tests for pre- and post-NTI scores on the CES-11 for Year 2 
(2012-2013) were used to examine if an intensive three-day training lead to any 
significant changes in ME, GSE, TE, CBE and/or TCE scores. 
6. Based on feedback from the dissertation committee during the defense hearing, 
Analyses of Covariance (ANCOVAs) were run to examine the impact, if any, of 
ethnicity and gender on coaches' end-line CES-11 scores (ME, GSE, TE, CBE and 
TCE), after taking into account coaches' baseline CES-11 scores. 
Qualitative Data Analysis 
Thematic analysis was used to make sense of and identify common patterns 
throughout the focus groups (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006; 
Patton, 2002). The analysis focused on understanding coaches' experiences and insights 
regarding continued support and training~ with an effort to capture the richness and depth 
ofthese experiences and insights (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006). Thematic analysis 
was used, as it is an approach that emphasizes pattern recognition drawing from the 
content of the data (Patton, 2002). Unlike grounded theory, the goal is not to generate a 
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novel theory of coach training, but rather to understand participants' perspectives without 
committing to theory development (Braun & Clarke, 2006). 
Specifically, a theoretical thematic analysis will be used, rather tl}.an a purely 
inductive thematic analysis. Inductive thematic analysis is completely data-driven, 
without connecting themes directly to the research and/or focus group questions. 
\ 
Theoretical thematic analysis, on the other hand, is founded in coding data· with spec.ific 
research questions in mind (Braun & Clarke, 2006). For this study, the data was coded 
with regard to the questions asked during the focus group and the specific research 
questions for this study. Specifically, coding was conducted within the framework of the 
training provided to coaches, including the NTI, monthly webinars and mentoring 
support; consideration of how this training impacted coaches' feelings of professional 
efficacy; and coaches' perspectives on what characteristics facilitate strong mentoring 
relationships. Information that was irrelevant or outside the scope of this dissertation was 
not included in the coding structure. 
The focus groups were analyzed using a six-step process, as outlined by Braun 
and Clarke (2006). Step One includes familiarization with data through repeated readings 
of the verbatim transcriptions; This process allows for initial pattern recognition and 
increased comfort with all of the focus groups as a whole set of data. Step Two is focused 
on the development of initial codes. This was done through summarizing prominent ideas 
throughout the focus groups (Braun & Clarke, 2006). The researcher manually coded, 
creating a list of raw codes adjacent to the transcribed focus group. 
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In Step Three, the researcher looked for broader themes across the initial codes. 
Consideration was given to all initial codes within the theoretical framework of the study, 
which were then clustered into overarching themes that encompass codes with similar 
meanings. Within this process, higher order themes, lower order themes and sub-themes 
emerged. Step Four required reviewing and refining these higher order themes, lower 
order themes and sub-themes. In this phase, the researcher flrst reviewed each of the 
themes to determine if they were sufficiently supported by the data and flt within an 
appropriate pattern. Those themes that did not meet these criteria were then reconsidered, 
in which case they. were reworked, combined with another theme or discarded. The 
researcher then considered all of the themes in relation to the focus groups, and revisited 
the data to determine if anything was left out that fits the flnal theme structure (Braun & 
Clarke, 2006). 
In Step Five, the researcher then defmed and named each of the flnal themes 
(Braun & Clarke, 2006). This involved summarizing what each overall theme 
encompasses, and how it fits within the overarching framework of the dissertation. Lastly, 
in Step Six, the researcher wrote up the results of the analysis. This write up attempts to 
summarize the themes and create an overall story of the data, providing examples of each 
of the higher order themes, lower order themes and sub-themes (Braun & Clarke, 2006). 
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Table 7 
Data Analysis Summary 
Type of Analysis Data to be Included in Analysis Alignment with Research 
1. Comparison of pre- 1. Pre-test means and standard 
test means and deviations for Years 1 and 2; 
standard deviations to Published means and standard 
Feltz et al. (2009) deviations from Feltz et al. (2009) 
2. Repeated measures 
ANOVAs 
3. Stepwise Multiple 
Regression 
2. Pre-, mid- and post-test CES-11 
(ME, GSE, TE, CBE & TCE) 
scores from Years 1 and 2 
3. Post-test CES-11 scores (ME, 
GSE, TE, CBE and TCE for Years 
1 and 2; Scores from Perceived 
Athlete Ability and Improvement 
Scale; Scores from Coaching 
Support/Satisfaction 
Questionnaire; Years coaching 
experience; Age; Number of 
webinars viewed 
4. T-tests comparing 4. End-line CES-11 scores (ME, 
end-line scores: NTI GSE, TE, CBE and TCE) for 
coaches versus non- coaches that attended the NTI 
NTI coaches versus coaches that did not attend 
theNTI 
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Questions 
1. Although not necessarily 
aligned with a specific 
research question, this data 
analysis is helpful in 
interpreting the data in a 
relation to previous 
research findings. 
2. Addresses Question #1: 
"As an athletic coach for 
CAA, how do coaches' 
sense of coaching f(.fficacy 
change throughout the 
course of their service 
term?" 
3 Addresses the first part 
of Questions #2 and #3: 
"Are coaches' overall 
experiences and feelings of 
professional efficacy 
impacted by increased 
mentor or peer support?" 
and "Are coaches' overall 
experiences and feelings of 
professional efficacy 
impacted by continued 
training, such as the 
training institute and 
webinars?" 
4. Addresses the first part 
of Question #3: "Are 
coaches' overall 
experiences and feelings of 
professional efficacy 
impacted by continued 
5. NTI T-tests 
6. Analyses of 
Covariance 
(ANCOVAs) 
training, such as the 
training institute and 
webinars?" 
5. Pre- and post-test CES-11 scores 5. Addresses part of 
(ME, GSE, TE, CBE and TCE) for Question #3, with focus on 
Year 2 the NTI: "Are coaches' 
overall experiences and 
feelings of professional 
efficacy impacted by 
continued training, such as 
the training institute and 
webinars?" 
6. Baseline and end-line CES-11 
scores (ME, GSE, TE, CBE & 
TCE) for Year 1 and Year 2 
coaches 
6. These analyses were 
done in response to 
committee feedback, to 
examine the impact (if any) 
of ethnicity and gender on 
coaches' post-test CES-11 
scores, controlling for their 
baseline scores 
7. Thematic Analysis of 7. Analysis of focus groups with 7. Addresses the second 
part of Questions #2 and 
#3, regarding coaches' 
perception of the impact of 
mentoring/peer support, 
training institute and 
webinars on their overall 
experiences and feelings of 
professional efficacy. Also 
addresses Question #4: 
Qualitative Data Tier 1 coaches from Years 1 and 2 
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"Are there particular 
characteristics/behaviors of 
mentors and/or the context, 
from the perspective of the 
CAA coaches, that 
influence the success of the 
mentor-mentee 
relationship?" 
CHAPTER FOUR 
RESULTS 
Overview 
This chapter will present results from both the quantitative and qualitative 
analyses, outlined in Chapter lbree. The results from quantitative analyses will be 
presented first, followed by the results from the qualitative analyses. The quantitative 
analyses include: 1. a comparison of pre-test means on motivation efficacy, game strategy 
efficacy, technique efficacy, character building efficacy and total coaching efficacy 
scores with those published by Malete and Feltz (2009), as part of their validation of the 
CES-II for youth sport coaches, using a 5-point Likert scale; 2. repeated Analyses of 
Variance (rANOVA) utilizing CES-II scores, including baseline, mid-line and end-line 
measures for motivation efficacy, game strategy efficacy, technique efficacy, character 
building efficacy and total coaching efficacy; 3. stepwise multiple regressions, utilizing 
CES-II post-test scores as the dependent variables (including motivation efficacy, game 
strategy efficacy, technique efficacy, character building efficacy and total coaching 
efficacy), and age, years of coaching experience, number ofwebinars viewed, and end-
line scores for perceived athlete ability and improvement, coaching support and coaching 
satisfaction as the independent variables; 4. independent samples t-tests comparing end-
line CES-II scores (including motivation efficacy, technique efficacy, game strategy 
efficacy, character building efficacy and total coaching efficacy) for coaches who 
attended the NTI versus those that did not attend the NTI; 5. paired samples t-tests 
utilizing baseline and post-NTI CES-II scores (including motivation efficacy, technique 
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efficacy, game strategy efficacy, character building efficacy and total coaching efficacy); 
and 6. Analyses of Covariance (ANCOV As) to determine the impact, if any, of ethnicity 
and gender on coaches' end-line perceptions of coaching efficacy. 
The results from the qualitative ami.lysis are then presented, highlighting the major 
themes and sub-themes drawn from focus group data with Tier 1 coaches, from Years 1 
and 2. These major themes and sub-themes reflect a focus on the coaches' perceptions of 
how their feelings of coaching efficacy developed throughout the year, the role that the 
NTI, webinars and mentor/peer support played in this development, factors that foster or 
hinder successful mentoring relationships in a coaching context, and suggestions for 
future support. 
Quantitative Data Analysis 
Comparison of Pre-Test Means with Published Data 
Given the unique aspects of the coaches included in this study, a true comparison 
group is not feasible. However, to examine the results from the repeated measures 
analyses of variance, stepwise multiple reg;essions and t-tests within the context of 
previous published data, t-tests were run to compare mean baseline scores for coaches in 
this sample with mean baseline scores published by Feltz, Hepler and colleagues (2009), 
for motivation efficacy, game strategy efficacy, technique efficacy, character building 
efficacy, and total coaching efficacy scores. Feltz and colleagues (2009) validated the 
CES-11, with the condensed 5-point Likert scale, on a large sample of youth sport coaches. 
·., . 
Although these coaches were a homogeneous sample, comprised mostly of Caucasian, 
male, ice hockey coaches, they will be used as a comparison group, as they are Jhe closest 
comparison group with available published data. Of their sample, 79% of coaches were 
ice hockey coaches and 21% were coaches from various other sports (Feltz et al., 20.09). 
Given the diversity of sports coached by participants in the sample for this study, the 
means and standard deviations for non-ice hockey coaches were used for the comp~ison 
analysis. A total of 4 79 coaches were included in their analysis. Therefore, an N = 101 
(21% of 4 79) was used when comparing the published means and standard deviations 
with those for this sample (Feltz et al., 2009). 
Descriptive demographic data for Year'! and Year 2 coaches who completed 
baseline measures is presented in Table 8. At baseline, 126 coaches completed the CES-II 
measures, with 60 coaches from Year 1 and 66 coaches from Year 2. These coaches had a 
mean age of24.5 (sd= 4.874) years (three coaches did not provide their age), with an 
average of3 .644 (sd= 4.021) years coaching experience (15 coaches did not provide 
their years of coaching experience). There was a relatively equal gender breakdown, with 
54% (n = 68) identifying as male and 46% (n =58) identifying as female. These coaches 
also represented diverse ethnic backgrounds, with 40.5% (n =51) identifying as 
Caucasian, 26.2% (n = 33) identifying as Hispanic, 19% (n = 24) identifying as African 
American, 4.8% (n = 6) identifying as Asian American, 1.6% (n = 2) identifying as 
Native North American Indian, and 3.2% (n = 4) identifying as other. 
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Table 8 
Participant Descriptive Statistics: Comparison t-tests (n = 126) 
Demographic 
Age 
Years Coaching Experience (primary sport) 
Gender 
Male 
Female 
Demographic 
Ethnicity 
Caucasian 
Hispanic 
African American 
Asian American 
Native North American Indian 
Other 
Service Year 
2011-2012 
2012-2013 
Mean(sd) 
24.5 (4.874) 
3.644 (4.021) 
Percentage (n) 
54.0 (68) 
46.0 (58) 
40.5 (51) 
26.2 (33) 
19.0 (24) 
4.8 (6) 
1.6 (2) 
3.2 (4) 
47.6 (60) 
52.4 (66) 
Results from the independent samples t-tests, comparing baseline means from the 
sample in this study with that published by Feltz and colleagues (2009) is presented in 
Table 9. Analyses revealed no significant differences between coaches in this study and 
those in Feltz and colleagues' (2009) study on mean baseline scores for motivation 
efficacy, game strategy efficacy, technique efficacy, or total coaching efficacy. Results 
did reveal statistically significant differences between mean baseline scores on character 
building efficacy, with a !-score of 4.20 (p :S .001), with coaches in this study having a 
significantly lower mean baseline scores of 4.33 (sd = .52), as compared to 4.61 (sd 
= .47). 
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Given these results, Year 1 and Year 2 coaches were split, to deteqnine if coaches 
from both years differed from those in the published research. These analr ses revealed no 
statistically significant differences between Year 1 coaches and those in the publ.ished · · 
research. Year 2 coaches, on the other hand, had significantly lower mean baseline scores 
than those published by Feltz and colleagues (2009), with a mean score of 4.21 (sd = .47), 
as compared to 4.61 (sd = 47), producing at-score of 5.35 (p::::; .001). These results 
suggest that, overall, the sample of CAA coaches is in line with typical means presented · 
·•. 
in previous research on youth sport coaches (Feltz, Hepler et al. , 2009). However, 
coaches from Year 2 differ significantly on their character building efficacy baseline 
scores. 
Table 9 
T-tests: Comparison of Baseline Means with Published Data 
Feltz et al., 2009 CAA 
Measure M SD N M SD N t df Sig. 
ME Combined 4.24 .51 101 4.19 .51 125 .733 224 .46 
GSE Combined 4.02 .62 101 4.00 .58 123 .250 222 .80 
TECombined 4.25 .54 101 4.18 .60 124 .91 223 .36 
CBE Combined 4.61 .47 101 4.33 .52 125 4.20 224 .000 
TCE Combined 4.24 .45 101 .4.19 .49 125 .79 224 .43 
CBE Year 1 4.61 .47 101 4.47 .55 60 1.71 159 .09 
CBE Year2 4.61 .47 101 4.21 .47 65 5.35 164 .000 
Given that Year 2 coaches significantly differed from those coaches in Feltz and 
colleagues' (2009) research and Year 1 coaches did not, an additional independent 
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samples t-test was run in order to determine ifthere were significant differences between 
Year 1 and Year 2 coaches at baseline on character building efficacy scores. The results 
of this independent samples t-test can be found in Table 10. This analysis revealed 
statistically significant differences between coaches in Year 1 and coaches in Year 2 on 
mean baseline character building efficacy scores, with at-value of2.85 (p = .005). 
Coaches in Year 2 had a significantly lower mean baseline score than coaches in Year 1, 
with means of 4.21 (sd = .47) and 4.47 (sd =.55), respectively. Given this difference, 
separate analyses were run for Year 1 and Year 2 coaches for both the repeated measures 
analyses of variance and stepwise multiple regressions. 
Table 10 
T-tests: Comparison of Baseline Means Between Year 1 and Year 2 
CAA Year 1 CAA Year2 
Measure M SD N M SD N t df Sig. 
CBE 4.47 .55 60 . 4.21 .47 65 2.85 123 .005 
Repeated Analyses ofVariance (rANOVA): CES-11 Scores 
Repeated measures analyses ofvariance (rANOVA) were run to examine how, if 
at all, participants' sense of coaching efficacy changed over the course oftheir service 
year. Univariate rANOVAs were used, as this analysis includes data from each data 
collection time point, which can detect significant changes between any three data 
collection points, rather than just baseline to end-line changes (Gueorguieve & Krystal, 
201 0). Separate rANOV As were run for each of the four dimensions of coaching efficacy 
(i.e. motivation efficacy, game strategy efficacy, technique efficacy, and character 
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building efficacy), as well as total coaching efficacy. The data from Year 1 and 2 were 
combined for this analysis for ME, GSE, TE, and TCE, given that coaches were given the 
baseline, mid-year and end-line measures at the same point in their service term each year, 
and there were no significant differences between Year 1 and Year 2 coaches at baseline 
on these dimensions. Separate rANOV As were run for Year 1 and 2 for CBE, as Year 1 
coaches had significantly higher mean baseline scores than Year 2 coaches on this 
dimension. Baseline measures were taken in September 2011 (Year 1) and 2012 (Year 2), 
coaches had a two week window in January and February 2012 (Year 1) and 20i3 (Year 
2) to complete the midline, and end-line measures were taken as part of coaches' 
termination package at the end of their service term, in the summer of2012 (Year 1) and 
~ 
2013 (Year 2). 
A total of30 coaches, out of approximately 240 coaches (about 80 from Year 1 
and about 160 from Year 2) completed all three measures. Of these coaches, 1 0 were 
from Year 1 (2011-2012), and 20 were from Year 2 (2012-2013). Descriptive statistics 
for the combined sample of Year 1 and Year 2 coaches are provided in Table 11.1. These 
coaches had an average age of23.267 (sd = 3.718) years, and had an average of2.963 (sd 
= 3.082) years of experience coaching their primary sport. Three coaches did not provide 
the number of years of experience they had coaching their primary sport. There was a 
relatively equal gender breakdown, with 56.7% (n = 17) identifying as male, and 43.4% 
(n = 13) identifying as female. This is aligned with the typical gender breakdown for 
Coach Across America (Akhtar et al., 2013). They also represented diverse ethnic 
backgrounds, with 53.5% (n = 16) identifying as Caucasian, 30% (n = 9) identifying as 
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Hispanic, 10% (n = 3) identifying as African American, 3.3% (n = 1) identifying as Asian 
American and 3.3% (n = 1) identifying as Native North American Indian. 
Table 11.1 
Participant Descriptive Statistics: rANOV As Combined (n = 30) 
Demographic 
Age 
Years Coaching Experience (primary sport) 
Gender 
Male 
Female 
Demographic 
Ethnicity 
Caucasian 
Hispanic 
African American 
Asian American 
Native North American Indian 
Service Year 
2011-2012 
2012-2013 
Mean (sd) 
23.267 (3.718) . 
2.963 (3.082) 
Percentage (n) 
56.7 (1 7) 
43.4 (13) 
53.3 (16) 
30.0 (9) 
10.0 (3) 
3.3 (1) 
3.3 (1) 
33.3 (10) 
66.7 (20) 
Descriptive statistics for the 10 coaches from Year 1 that completed all three 
measures are provided in Table 11.2. These coaches had an average age of 21.8 (sd = 
1.456) years, and an averag~ of 1.667 (sd = 2.5) years coaching experience, with 70% (n 
= 7) identifying as male and 30% (n = 3) identifying as female. Unlike the combined 
sample, there were approximately twice as many males as females, with a younger 
average age and less years of coaching experience. This group of coaches was also less 
ethnically diverse, with 60% (n = 6) identifying as Caucasian and 40% (n = 4) identifying 
as Hispanic. The differences in this sample from the larger sample may be due to its 
small size. 
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Table 11.2 
Participant Descriptive Statistics: rANOVAs Year 1 (n = 10) 
Demographic 
Age 
Years Coaching Experience (primary sport) 
Demographic 
Gender 
\ Male 
Female 
Ethnicity 
Caucasian 
Hispanic 
Mean (sd) 
21.8 (1.456) :. 
1.667 (2.5) . 
Percen~age (n) 
70.0 (7) 
30.0 (3) 
60.0 (6) 
40.0 (4) 
Descriptive statistics for the 20 coaches from Year 2 that completed all three 
measures are provided in Table 11.3. These coaches had an average age of24.150 (sd = 
4.258) years, and an average of 3.611 (sd = 3.202) years coaching experience. There was 
an equal gender breakdown, with 50% identifying as male (n = 1 0) and 50% identifying 
as female ( n = 1 0). This is inline with the overall gender breakdown of Coach Across 
America coaches (Akhtar et al., 2013). These coaches also represented diverse ethnic 
backgrounds, with 50% (n = 1 0) identifying as Caucasian, 25% (n = 5) identifying as 
Hispanic, 15% (n = 3) identifying as African American, 5% (n = 1) identifying as Asian 
American and 5% (1J = 1) identifying as Native North American Indian. 
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Table 11.3 
Participant Descriptive Statistics: rANOV As Year 2 (n = 20) 
Demographic 
Age 
Years Coaching Experience (primary sport) 
Gender 
Male 
Female 
Demographic 
Ethnicity 
Caucasian 
Hispanic 
African American 
Asian American 
Native North American Indian 
Mean (sd) 
24.150 (4.258) 
3.611 (3.202) 
Percentage (n) 
50.0 (10) 
40.0 (10) 
50.0 (10) 
25.0 (5) 
15.0 (3) 
5.0 (1) 
5.0 (1) 
Coaches who did not complete all three measures (i.e. were missing data from one or 
more data collection periods) were dropped from the analysis. The results for each 
dimension and total coaching efficacy are presented in the following sub-sections. 
Motivation Efficacy. The descriptive statistics, including mean scores and 
standard deviations at baseline, midline and end-line, for the coaches who completed all 
three measures for motivation efficacy are provided in Table 12.1 At baseline, coaches 
had a mean motivation efficacy score of 4.196 (sd = .535). At midline coaches had a 
mean motivation efficacy score of 4.228 (sd = .576). At end-line coaches had a mean 
motivation efficacy score of 4.481 (sd = .500). 
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Table 12.1 
Descriptive Statistics: Motivation Efficacy rANOV A 
95% Confidence ·. 
Interval 
Mean Standard Standard Lower Upper N 
Deviation Error Bound Bound 
ME Baseline 4.196 .535 .098 3.996 4.396 30 
ME Midline 4.228 .576 .105 4.013 4.443 30 
ME End-line 4.481 .500 .091 4.294 4.668 30 
The results for the multivariate tests for the effect of time on motivation efficacy are 
presented in Table 12.2. All four multivariate tests have an F-value of7.050 (p:::;; .003), 
indicating a significant effect of time on motivation efficacy scores. A partial eta squared 
of .335 suggests a large effect oftime on motivation efficacy scores. Typically, a partial 
eta squared of .0099 indicates a small effect, .0588 mdicates a medium effect, and .1379 
or above indicates a large .effect (Richardson, 2011). 
Table 12.2 
Multivariate Tests: Motivation Efficacy rANOV A 
Effect Value F Hypothesis Error Sig. Partial Eta df df Squared 
Time Pilla1i' s Trace .335 7.050 2.000 28.000 .003 .335 
Wilk' s Lambda .. . 665 7.050 2.000 28.000 .003 .335 
Hotelling' s Trace .504 7.050 2.000 28.000 .003 .335 
Roy' s Largest Root .504 7.050 2.000 28.000 .003 .335 
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Results from Mauchly's test of sphericity indicate equal variability and correlations for 
the same subject at each of the time points on motivation efficacy scores, with an 
approximate chi-square of 2.857 (p = .240). Results from this test are presented in Table 
12.3. These results further justify the appropriateness of utilizing a rANOVA for this 
sample, as it satisfies the condition of sphericity (Gueorguieve & Krystal, 201 0). 
\ 
Furthermore, since the condition of sphericity has been met, the results from the tests of 
within-subjects effects can be interpreted with sphericity assumed. Results from the tests 
of within-subjects effects are presented in Table 12.4. This analysis indicates a 
~~ 
statistically significant, large effect of time on motivation efficacy score~, within-subjects, 
with an F-value of 5.910 (p = .005) and a partial eta squared of.169 (Richardson, 2011). 
Table 12.3 
Mauchly' s Test of Sphericity: Motivation Efficacy rANOVA 
Epsilon 
Within Mauchly's Approx. Greenhouse Huynh- ·Lower-
Subjects Effect w Chi- df Sig. -Geisser Feldt Bound Square 
Time .903 2.857 2 .240 .912 .969 .500 
. . · . 
,. 
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Table 12.4 
Tests of Within-Subjects Effects: Motivation Efficacy rAN OVA 
Type III Mean· Partial Source Sum of df Square F Sig. Eta Squares Squared 
Time Sphericity Assumed 1.463 2.000 .731 5.910 .005 .169 
Greenhouse-Geisser 1.463 1.823 .802 5.910 .006 .169 
Huynh-Feldt 1.463 1.939 .754 5.910 .005 .169 
Lower-bound 1.463 1.000 1.463 5.910 .021 .169 
Error(Time) Sphericity Assumed 7.178 58.000 .124 
Greenhouse-Geisser 7.178 52.871 .136 
Huynh-Feldt 7.178 56.229 .128 
Lower-bound 7.178 29.000 .248 
The above analyses indicate a significant effect of time on motivation efficacy scores. 
Pairwise comparisons are presented in Table 12.5. A plot representing these pairwise 
comparisons is presented in Figure 7. Pairwise comparisons indicate a statistically 
significant difference in mean scores from baseline to end-line, with mean end-line 
scores .285 points higher than mean baseline scores (p = .002). No significant difference 
is seen between baseline scores and mid-line scores or between mid-line scores and end-
line scores. However, the difference between mid-line scores and end-line scores 
approaches significance, with mean end-line scores .253 points higher than mean midline 
scores (p = .054). It could be argued that !l p-value of .054 does in fact indicate 
significance, if rounded. Therefore, this may suggest that coaches' perceptions of 
motivation efficacy remain relatively stable for the first half of their service term, as there 
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is no significant difference between baseline and midline scores (p = 1.000), and then 
significantly increase throughout the second half of their service term. This may be 
practically significant, as these coaches do not seem to have experienced a gradual 
increase in perceptions of motivation efficacy over the course of their entire service term. 
Rather, this significant increase in motivation efficacy appears to have occurred in the 
second half of the service term. This may be indicative of usefulness or applicability of 
coaches' relationships with their mentor or an influential supervisor at their site, the use 
of coach-driven webinars responding to coaching needs, or a natural progression for 
coaches after a period of time settling in at their coaching site. 
Table 12.5 
Pairwise Comparisons: Motivation Efficacy rANOV A 
95% Confidence Interval 
for Difference 
(I) Time (J) Time Mean Std. · Sig. Lower Upper Difference (I -J) Errm Bound Bound 
Baseline Midline -.032 .093 1.000 -.269 .205 
Endline -.285 .076 .002 -.479 -.091 
Midline Baseline .032 .093 1.000 -.205 .269 
Endline -.253 .101 .054 -.510 .004 
Endline Baseline .285 .076 .002 .091 .479 
Midline .253 .101 .054 -.004 . .510 
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Figure 7. Comparison of Motivation Efficacy Means 
Game Strategy Efficacy. The descriptive statistics, including mean scores and 
standard deviations at baseline, midline and end-line, for the coaches who completed all 
three measures for game strategy efficacy are provided in Table 13.1. Coaches had mean 
scores of3.962 (sd = .560) at baseline, 4.190 (sd = .660) at midline, and 4.360 (sd = .610) 
at end-line. 
Table 13.1 
Descriptive Statistics: Game Strategy Efficacy rANOVA 
95% Confidence 
Interval 
Mean Standard Standard Lower Upper N 
Deviation Error Bound Bound 
GSE Baseline 3.962 .560 .102 3.753 4.171 30 
GSE Midline 4.190 .660 .120 3.943 4.436 30 
GSE End-line . 4.360 .610 .111 4.132 4.587 30 
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All four multivariate tests indicate a significant effect of time on game strategy efficacy 
scores, with an F-value of 10.810 (p ~ .001). A partial eta squared of .436 indicates a 
large effect size (Richardson, 2011 ). The results for these multivariate tests are presented 
in Table 13 .2. 
Table 13.2 
Multivariate Tests: Game Strategy Efficacy rANOV A 
Effect Value F Hypothesis Error Sig. Partial Eta df df Squared 
Time Pillali's Trace .436 10.810 2.000 28.000 .000 .436 
Wilk's Lambda .564 10.810 2.000 28.000 .000 .436 
Hotelling' s Trace .772 10.810 2.000 28.000 .000 .436 
Roy's Largest Root .772 10.810 2.000 28.000 .000 .436 
The results from Mauchly's test of sphericity are presented in Table 13.3. Results from 
this test confirm that the condition of sphericity is met for game· strategy efficacy, with an 
approximate chi-square of 4.357 (p = .113). Therefore, the tests of within-subjects effects 
can be interpreted with sphericity assumed (Gueorguieve & Krystal, 2010). Results for 
the tests of within-subjects effects are presented in Table 13.4. This analysis indicates a 
statistically significant large effect of time on game strategy efficacy scores, within-
subjects, with an F-value of 8.023 (p = .001 ), and a partial eta squared of .217 
(Richardson, 2011). 
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Table 13.3 
Mauchly's Test of Sphericity: Game Strategy Efficacy rAN OVA 
Epsilon 
Within Mauchly's Approx. Greenhouse Huynh- Lower-
Subjects Effect 1 w Chi- df Sig. -Geisser Feldt Bound Square 
.. 
Time .856 4.357 2 .113 .874 .925 · .500 
Table 13.4 
Tests of Within-Subjects Effects: Game Strategy Efficacy rANOV A 
Type III Mean Partial Source SUrr1of df Square F Sig. Eta Squares Squared 
Time Sphericity Assumed 2.388 2.000 1.194 8.023 .001 . . 217 
Greenhouse-Geisser 2.388 1.748 1.366 8.023 .b01 .217 
Huynh-Feldt 2.388 1.851 1.290 8.023 .001 .217 
Lower-bound 2.388 1.000 . 2.388 8.023 .008 .217 
Error(Time) Sphericity Assumed 8.632 58.000 .149 
Greenhouse-Geisser 8.632 50.694 :170 
Huynh-Feldt 8.632 53.678 .161 
Lower-bound 8.632 . 29.000 .298 
Results from pairwise comparisons, presented in Table 13.5, indicate a statistically 
significant difference in'mean game strategy efficacy scores from baseline to end-line, 
with end-line scores having a· mean .398 points higher than baseline scores (p :S .001). No 
statistically significant differences were found between baseline and midline scores or 
between midline scores and end-line scores. This suggests that participants ' perceptions 
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of game strategy efficacy increase relatively gradually over the course of their service 
term. A plot representing these pairwise comparisons, taken from SPSS, is presented in 
Figure 8. 
Table 13.5 
Pairwise Comparisons: Game Strategy Efficacy rANOV A 
(I) Time (J) Time 
Baseline Midline 
Endline 
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Figure 8. Comparison of Game Strategy Means 
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Sig. 
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Technique Efficacy. The descriptive statistics, including mean scores and 
standard deviations at baseline, midline and end-line, for the coaches who completed all 
three measures for technique efficacy are provided in Table 14.1. Coaches had mean 
scores of 4.278 (sd = .560) at baseline, 3.938 (sd = .883) at midline, and 4.114 (sd = .742) 
at end-line. 
Table 14.1 
Descriptive Statistics: Technique Efficacy rANOV A 
95% Confidence 
Interval · 1 
Mean Standard Standard Lower Upper . ·N 
Deviation Error Bound Bound · 
TE Baseline 4.278 .560 .102 4.070 4.485 30 
TE Midline 3.938 .883 .161 3.608 4.268 30 
TE Post-Test 4.114 .742 .135 3.837 4.391 3.0 
The results from multivariate tests for technique efficacy are presented in Table 14.2. The 
results from these analyses indicate that time did not have a significant effect on 
technique efficacy scores, with an F-value of 3.047 (p = .063). However, the results of 
these tests approach significance. Therefore, it is worth considering the results from the 
other analyses as part of the rANOVA, as they may indicate trends to be considered in 
future research, or may be indicative of the nature of this group of coaches, who may be 
less focused on teaching sport technique and more focused on holistic youth development. 
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Table 14.2 
Multivariate Tests: Technique Efficacy rANOV A 
Effect Value F Hypothesis Error Sig. Partial Eta df df Squared 
Time Pillali's Trace .179 3.047 2.000 28.000 .063 .179 
Wilk' s Lambda .821 3.047 2.000 28.000 .063 .179 
Hotelling's Trace .218 3.047 2.000 28.000 .063 .179 
Roy's Largest Root .218 3.047 2.000 28.000 .063 .179 
Mauchly' s test of sphericity, presented in Table 14.3, indicates that the condition·of 
sphericity is met, with an approximate chi-square of .784 (p = .676). Therefore, results 
from the tests of within-subjects effects, presented in Table 14.4, may be considered with 
sphericity assumed (Gueorguieve & Krystal, 2010), The tests for within-subjects effects 
' 
indicates that time did have a significant effect on technique efficacy within-subjects, 
with an F-value of 3.648 (p = .032). 
Table 14.3 
Mauchly's Test of Sphericity: Technique Efficacy rANOVA 
Epsilon 
Within Mauchly' s Approx. Greenhouse Huynh- Lower-Chi- df Sig. Subjects Effect w Square -Geisser Feldt Bound 
Time .972 ,784 2 .676 .973 1.000 .500 
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Table 14.4 
Tests ofWithin-Subjects Effects: Technique Efficacy rANOVA 
Type III Mean Partial Source Sum of df Square F Sig. Eta Squares Squared 
Time Sphericity Assumed 1.732 2.000 .866 . 3.648 .032 .112 
Greenhouse-Geisser 1.732 1.946 .890 3.648 .033 .112 
Huynh-Feldt 1.732 2.000 .866 3.648 .032 .112 
Lower-bound 1.732 1.000 1.732 3.648 .066 .112 
Error(Time) Sphericity Assumed 13.766 58.000 .237 
Greenhouse-Geisser 13.766 56.442 .244 
Huynh-Feldt 13.766 58.000 .237 
Lower-bound 13.766 29.000 .475 
Although the tests for within-subjects effects indicated a significant effect of time op. 
' 
technique efficacy scores, pairwise comparisons for the entire sample failed to reveal 
statistically significant differences between means for any of the data points. Results 
from these pairwise comparisons are presented in Table 14.5. A plot representing these 
comparisons, taken from SPSS, is presented in Figure 9. It is of note, however, that the 
difference between mean baseline scores and mean midline scores approached 
significance, with a mean baseline scores .340 points higher than mean midline scores (p 
= .054). This could, arguably, indicate a significant difference, ifthe p-value were 
rounded. This suggests that coaches' perceptions of technique efficacy may actually dip 
in the middle of their service term, a trend that differs from the other dimensions of 
coaching efficacy for this sample. This dip in technique efficacy may be a natural 
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progression for relatively novice coaches, who may have an unrealistic view of their 
knowledge level at the beginning of the season, realize their deficits, and then continue to 
develop their ability throughout the season. Typical patterns of technique efficacy scores 
throughout a coaching season or service year have not been explored in previous 
coaching efficacy research, and may warrant further investigation in the future (Feltz et . . 
al., 1999; Feltz et al., 2009; Malete & Feltz, 2000). 
Table 14.5 
Pairwise Comparisons: Technique Efficacy rANOV A 
95% Confidence Interval 
for Difference 
(I) Time (J) Time Mean Std. Sig. Lower Upper Difference (I -J) Error Bound Bound 
Baseline Midline .340 .136 .054 -.005 .684 
Endline .163 .123 .583 -.149 .476 
Midline Baseline -.340 .136 .054 -.684 .005 
Endline -.176 .118 .441 -.477 .124 
Endline Baseline -.163 .123 .583 -.476 .149 
Midline .176 .118 .441 -.124 .477 . 
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Figure 9. Comparison ofTechnique Efficacy Means 
.· 
Character Building Efficacy. As previously discussed, initial t-tests comparing 
Year 1 and Year 2 at baseline revealed significant differences between mean baseline 
scores on character building efficacy. Therefore, separate rANOV As were run for Year 1 
and Year 2 coaches. The results from these separate analyses are presented below. 
Year I Character Building Efficacy. The descriptive statistics, including mean 
scores and standard deviations at baseline, midline and end-line, for the coaches who 
completed all three measures for character building efficacy in year 1 are provided in 
Table 15.1. Coaches had mean scores of4.80 (sd = .282) at baseline, 4.350 (sd = .460) at 
midline and 4.60 (sd = .444) at end-line. 
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Table 15.1 
Descriptive Statistics: Character Building Efficacy rANOV A Year 1 
95% Confidence 
Interval 
Mean Standard Standard Lower Upper N 
Deviation Error Bound Bound 
CBE Baseline 4.800 .282 .090 4.597 5.003 10 
CBE Midline 4.350 .460 .145 4.021 4.679 10 
CBE Post-Test 4.600 .444 .140 4.282 4.918 10 
Multivariate tests indicate that time had a statistically significant, large effect on 
character building efficacy scores for Year 1 coaches, with an F-value of9.903 (p = .007), 
and a partial eta squared of .712 (Richardson, 2011). The results from these analyses are 
presented in Table 15.2. 
Table 15.2 
Multivariate Tests: Character Building Efficacy rANOV A Year 1 
Effect Value F Hypothesis Error Sig. Partial Eta df df Squared 
Time Pillali's Trace .712 9.903 2.000 8.000 .007 .712 
Wilk' s Lambda .288 9.903 2.000 8.000 .007 .712 
' 
Hotelling' s Trace 2.476 9.903 2.000 8.000 .007 .712 
•.. 
Roy's Largest Root 2.476 9.903 2.000 8.000 .007 .712 
Mauchly' s test of sphericity for character building efficacy indicates that this sample does 
not meet the condition of sphericity, with an approximate chi-square of 6.762 (p = .034). 
Therefore, the results for tests of within-subjects effects cannot be interpreted with 
sphericity assumed. In order to account for this, tests of within-subjects effects will be 
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interpreted using a Greenhouse-Geisser correction (Gueorguieve & Krystal, 2010). The 
results from Mauchly's test of sphericity are presented in Table 15.3. The tests ofwithin-
subjects effects, presented in Table 15.4, indicate that time did not have an overali · 
statistically significant effect on character building efficacy scores. The overall effect of 
time, within-subjects, using the Greenhouse-Geisser correction, did approach statistical 
significance, with an F-value of 3.565 (p = .078), and a partial eta squared of .284. 
Table 15.3 
Mauchly' s Test of Sphericity: Character Building Efficacy rANOV A Year 1 
Epsilon 
Within Mauchly's Approx. Greenhouse Huynh- Lower-Chi- df Sig. Subjects Effect w Square -Geisser Feldt Bound 
Time .429 6.762 2 .034 .637 .695 .500 
Table 15.4 
Tests of Within-Subjects Effects: Character Building Efficacy rANOV A Year 1 
Type III Mean Partial 
Source Sum of df Square F Sig. Eta Squares Squared 
Time Sphericity Assumed 1.017 2.000 .508 3.565 .050 .284 
Greenhouse-Geisser 1.017 1.273 .798 3.565 .078 .284 
Huynh-Feldt 1.017 1.389 .732 3.565 .072 .284 
Lower-bound 1.017 1.000 1.017 3.565 .092 .284 
Error(Time) Sphericity Assumed 2.567 18.000 .143 
Greenhouse-Geisser 2.567 11.461 .224 
Huynh-Feldt 2.567 12.504 .205 
Lower-bound 2.567 9.000 .285 
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Although the rANOV A using the Greenhouse-Geisser correction only approached 
significance for an overall effect of time on character building efficacy scores, pairwise 
! . 
comparisons revealed statistically significant differences between time points. The results 
for pairwise comparisons on character building efficacy are presented in Table 15.5. This 
analysis revealed a statistically significant difference between mean scores at baseline 
and mean scores at niidline, with midline mean scores .450 points below mean baseline 
scores (p = .020). No statistically significant differences were found between mean 
baseline and mean end-line scores, or between mean midline scores and mean end-lirie 
scores. The significant difference between mean baseline and mean midline scores 
suggests that coaches in this cohort experienced a significant drop in perceptions of 
character building efficacy over the course of the first half of their service term. A plot, 
taken from SPSS, representing the comparison between baseline, midline and end-line 
means is presented in Figure 10. The lack of significant difference between mean 
baseline scores and mean end-line scores, as well as between mean midline scores and 
mean end-line scores, may indicate that coaches perceptions of character building began 
to increase in the second half of their service term, resulting in mean end-line scores 
between baseline and midline scores. However, these results should be viewed with 
caution, given the small size of this sample, and the lack of significance for the overall 
rANOVA after Greenhouse-Geisser correction. 
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Table 15.5 
Pairwise Comparisons: Character Building Efficacy rANOV A Year 1 
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Figure 10. Comparison of Character Building Efficacy Means: Year 1 
Year 2 Character Building Efficacy. The descriptive statistics, including mean 
scores and standard deviations at baseline, midline and end-line, for Year 2 coaches who 
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completed all three measures for character building efficacy are provided in Table 16.1. 
' Coaches had mean scores of 4.117 (sd = .570) at baseline, 4.550 (sd = .571) at midline 
and 4.675 (sd = .526) at end-line. 
Table 16.1 
Descriptive Statistics: Character Building Efficacy rANOV A Year 2 
95% Confidence 
Interval 
Mean Standard Standard Lower Upper N 
Deviation Error Bound Bound 
CBE Baseline 4.117 .570 .127 3.850 4.383 20 
CBE Midline 4.550 .571 .128 4.283 4.817 20 
CBE Post-Test 4.675 .526 .118 4.429 4.912 20 
Multivariate tests indicate that time had a statistically significant, large effect on 
character building efficacy scores for Year 2 coaches, with an F-value of 19.828 (p 
:S .001), and a partial eta squared of .688 (Richardson, 2011). The results from these 
analyses are presented in Table 16.2. 
Table 16.2 
Multivariate Tests: Character Building Efficacy rANOV A Year 2 
Effect Value F Hypothesis Error · Sig. Partial Eta df df Squared 
Time Pilla1i' s Trace .688 19.828 2.000 18.000 .000 .688 
Wi1k' s Lambda .312 19.828 2.000 18.000 .000 .688 
Hotelling' s Trace 2.203 19.828 ·2.000 . 18.000 .000 .688 
Roy's Largest Root 2.203 19.828 2.000 18.000 .000 .688 
' .. 
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Muachly' s test of sphericity for character building efficacy for Year 2 coaches indicates 
that this sample meets the condition of sphericity, with an approximate chi-square of 
2.318 (p = .314). Therefore, the results for tests of within-subjects effects .can be 
interpreted with sphericity assumed (Gueorguieve & Krystal, 2010). The results from 
Mauchly' s test of sphericity are presented in Table 16.3. The tests ofwithin-subj~cts 
effects, presented in Table 16.4, indicate that time had a statistically significant, large 
effect on character building efficacy scores for Year 2 coaches, within-subjects, with an 
F-value of 19.093;(p:::; .001), and a partial eta squared of .501 (Richardson, 2011). 
Table 16.3 
Mauchly's Test of Sphericity: Character Building Efficacy rANOVA Year 2 
Epsilon 
Within · Mauchly's Approx. Greenhouse Huynh- Lower-Chi- df Sig. Subjects Effect w Square ' -Geisser Feldt Bound 
Time .879 2.318 2 .314 .892 .978 .500 
Table 16.4 
Tests of Within-Subjects Effects: Character Building Efficacy rANOV A Year 2 
Type III Mean . Partial Source Sum of df Square F Sig. Eta Squares Squared 
Time Sphericity Assumed 3.434 2.000 1.717 19.093 .000 .501 
Greenhouse-Geisser . 3.434 1.784 1.925 19.093 .000 .501 
.·-. 
Huynh-Feldt 3.434 1.957 1.755 19.093 .000 .501 
Lower-bound 3.434 1.000 3.434 19.093 .000 .501 
Error(Time) Sphericity Assumed 3.418 38.000 .090 
126 
Greenhouse-Geisser 
Huynh-Feldt 
Lower-bound 
3.418 
3.418 
3.418 
33.903 .101 
37.179 .092 
19.000 .180 
The results for pairwise comparisons on character building efficacy are presented in 
Table 16.5. This analysis reveals a statistically significant difference between mean 
scores at baseline and mean scores at midline, with mean midline scores .433 points 
above mean baseline scores (p = .003). A statistically significant difference was also 
revealed between mean baseline scores and mean end-line scores, with mean end-line 
scores .558 points above mean baseline scores (p :S .001). No statistically significant 
differences were seen between mean midline scores and mean baseline scores. A plot, 
taken from SPSS, representing the comparison of these means, is provided in Figure 11. 
The fmdings suggest that coaches in Year 2 experienced significant increases in their 
perceptions of character building efficacy scores from baseline to mid-line, and then 
maintained this increased sense of character building efficacy over the course of the 
second half of their service term. This is supported by the statistically significant 
difference between mean baseline scores and both mean midline (p = .003) and mean 
end-line (p :S .001) scores, and lack of statistically significant difference between mean 
midline and mean end-line scores (p = .488). Given that Year 2 coaches had significantly 
lower mean baseline scores on character building efficacy than both Year 1 coaches and 
the comparison coaches (Feltz, Hepler,.et al., 2009), this sample of coaches may have 
experienced increases in their perceptions of character building efficacy that placed them 
more in line with typical coaches' perceptions of character building efficacy. 
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Table 16.5 
Pairwise Comparisons: Character Building Efficacy rANOV A Year 2 
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Figure 11. Comparison ofCharacter Building Efficacy Means: Year 2 
Total Coaching Efficacy. The descriptive statistics, including mean scores and 
standard deviations at baseline, midline and end-line, for the coaches who completed all 
.. 
three measures for total coaching efficacy are provided in Table 17.1. Participants had 
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,i' 
mean scores of 4.212 (sd = .490) at baseline, 4.178 (sd = .535) at midline, and 4.371 (sd 
=.5'4.7) at end-line. 
Table 17.1 
Descriptive Statistics: Total Coaching Efficacy rANOVA 
' 
95% Confidence 
Interval 
Mean Standard · Standard Lower Upper ·: N 
Deviation Error Bound Bound 
TE Baseline 4.212 .490 .090 4.029 4.395 J 30 ,  
-~ 
TE Midline 4.178 .535 .101 3.971 4.384 30 
.. 
TE Post-Test 4.371 .527 .096 4.174 4.568 30 
' 
Multivariate tests for coaching efficacy scores indicate that time had a statistically 
significant effect on total coaching efficacy scores, with an F-value of 4.288 (p = .024). 
The results indicate a large effect of time on total coaching efficacy scores, with-a partial 
eta squared of .234 (Richardson, 2011). Results for this analysis are presented in Table 
17.2. 
Table 17. 2 
Multivariate Tests: Total Coachi.llg Efficacy rANOV A 
Effect Value F Hypothesis Error Sig. Partial Eta df df Squared 
Time Pillali's Trace .234 4.288 2.000 28.000 .024 .234 
Wilk' s Lambda .766 4.288 2.000 28.000 .024 .234 
Hotelling' s Trace .306 4.288 2.000 28.000 .024 .234 
Roy's Largest Root .306 4.288 2.000 28.000 .024 .234 
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The results for Mauchly's test of sphericity are present in Table 17.3. The results from 
this analysis indicate that the sample meets the condition of sphericity, with an 
approximate chi-square of3.708 (p = .157). Therefore, the tests ofwithin-subjects effects 
can be interpreted with sphericity assumed (Gueorguieve & Krystal, 2010). The results 
from these analyses are presented in Table 17.4, and indicate that time had a statistically 
significant, medium to large effect on total coaching efficacy scores, within-subjects, 
with an F-value of 4.083 (p = .022) and a partial eta squared of .123 (Richardson, 2Q11). 
Table 17. 3 
Mauchly' s Test of Sphericity: Total Coaching Efficacy rANOVA 
Epsilon 
Within Mauchly's Approx. Greenhouse Huynh- Lower-Chi- df Sig. Subjects Effect w Square -Geisser Feldt Bound 
Time .876 3.708 2 .157 .890 .944 .500 
Table 17. 4 
Tests ofWithin-Subjects Effects: Total Coaching Efficacy rANOVA 
Type III Mean Partial Source Sum of df Square F Sig. Eta Squares Squared 
Time Sphericity Assumed .637 2.000 .318 4.083 .022 .123 
Greenhouse-Geisser .637 1.779 .358 4.083 .027 .123 
Huynh-Feldt .637 1.887 .337 4.083 .024 .123 
Lower-bound .637 1.000 .637 4.083 .053 .123 
Error(Time) Sphericity Assumed 4.522 58.000 .078 
Greenhouse-Geisser 4.522 51.599 .088 
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Huynh-Feldt 
Lower-bound 
4.522 54.737 .083 
4.522 29.000 .156 
Pairwise comparisons on total coaching efficacy are presented in Table 17.5. A plot 
representing these comparisons, taken from SPSS, is presented in Figure 12. The results 
from this analysis indicate a statistically significant difference between mean baseline 
· scores and mean end-line scores, with end-line scores .1 ~9 points higher than mean 
baseline scores (p = .035). No statistically significant differences were found between 
mean baseline and mean midline scores, or between mean midline scores and mean end-
line scores. However, the mean difference between mean midline and mean end-line 
scores approached significance, with mean end-line scores .193 points higher than mean 
midline scores (p = .072). It is interesting to note that mean scores at midline were 
actually slightly lower than at baseline, with a .034-point difference. However, the p-
value for this difference was 1.000, indicating that these mean scores are virtually the 
same. This lack of difference between mean baseline scores and mean midline scores (p = 
1.000) suggests that coaches' perceptions of total coaching efficacy remained relatively 
stable over the first half of their service term. The significant difference between mean 
baseline scores and mean end-line scores (p = .035), and the approaching significant 
difference between mean midline scores and mean end-line scores (p = .072) may 
indicate that scores then increased more considerably in the second half of their service 
term. 
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Table 17. 5 
Pairwise Comparisons: Total Coaching Efficacy rANOV A 
(I) Time (J) Time 
Baseline Midline 
Endline 
Midline Baseline 
Endline 
Endline Baseline 
Midline 
~.399999999999999$ 
Ill 
c 
"' tl 
:1!: 
4 .3500000000000000 
~ 4 .3000000000000000 
]' 
"' ::E 
1 4.2500000000000000 
:;; 
E 
~ 
4 .2000QOOQ00000000 
A$ .1SOOOOOOQOOOODOO 
Mean Std. Sig. Difference (I -J) Error 
.034 .075 1.000 
-.159 .059 .035 
-.034 .075 1.000 
-.193 .081 .072 
.159 .059 .035 
.193 .081 .072 
Time 
Figure 12. Comparisons ofTotal Coaching Efficacy Means 
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95% Confidence Interval 
for Difference 
Lower Upper 
Bound Bound 
-.155 .224 
-.308 -.009 
-.224 .155 
-.399 .013 
.009 .308 
I 
-.O f3 .399 
Stepwise Multiple Regression: CES-11 Scores 
Six separate stepwise multiple regressions were run, using end-line scores on each 
dimension of coaching efficacy (i.e. motivation efficacy, game strategy efficacy, 
technique efficacy, character building efficacy) and total coaching efficacy as the 
dependent variable, in order to determine if certain variables predict perceptions of 
coaching efficacy at the end of the service year. Separate regressions were run for Year 1 
and Year 2 coaches for character building effic.acy, as these groups differed significantly 
at baseline on this dimension. Number of webinars viewed, years of coaching experience, 
athlete ability and improvement end-line scores, perceived support end-line scores, 
coaching satisfaction ~nd-line scores, and age were used as independent variables in the 
model. Stepwise multiple regressions were run to determine if viewing the webinars, as a 
specific component of the coach training program, had an additional impact 'on 
perceptions of coaching efficacy beyond already identified sources of coaching efficacy 
(Feltz et al. , 1999; Feltz et al. , 2009; Kleinbaum et al. , 2008). 
Approximately 85 coaches completed end-line measures ofthe CES-II, and were 
therefore included in the analysis. However, due to missing data for other variables in the 
model, a total32 coaches were included in the analyses (for those that combined Year 1 
and Year 2 coaches). These 32 coaches had an average age of23.594 (sd= 3.766) years, 
and an average of3.266 (sd = 2.973) years of coaching experience. Due to missing data, 
data regarding the ethnic and gender breakdown of.the coaches was not provided. The 
following sections outline the results of each of the stepwise multiple regressions. 
133 
Motivation Efficacy. A stepwise multiple regression was run to determine if 
number of webinars viewed, years coaching experience, age, and end-line scores on 
athlete ability and improvement, perceived support, and coaching satisfaction predicted 
end-line scores for motivation efficacy. Table 18.1 provides a summary ofthe descriptive 
statistics for each variable considered in the equation. 
Table 18.1 
Descriptive Statistics: Motivation Efficacy Stepwise Regression (N = 32) ' 
Std. 
Variable Mean Deviation N 
ME End-line 4.478 .486 32· 
# of Webinars Viewed .719 1.171 32 
Years Coaching Experience 3.266 2.973 32 
Athlete Ability & Improvement End-line 6.984 1.428 32 
Perceived Support End-line 6.924 1.426 32 
Coaching Satisfaction End-line 7.895 .906 32 
Age 23.594 3.766 32 
Table 18.2 provides a summary ofPearson correlations for each variable included 
in the analysis. It is of note that there were multiple significant correlations between 
variables. Motivation efficacy was significantly, positively correlated with scores on 
athlete ability and improvement (r = .426,p = .008), perceived support (r = .434,p 
= .007), coaching satisfaction (r = .717,p :S .001): End-line scores on motivation efficacy 
were also significantly, negatively con:elated _with a~e (r = -.346,p = .026). Years of 
coaching experience was significantly, positively correlated with perceived support.(r 
= .393,p = .013), while scores on athlete ability and improvement were significantly, 
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positively correlated with scores for perceived support (r = .739, p s ·.oo1) and coaching 
satisfaction (r = .609,p S .001). Finally, scores on coaching satisfaction were 
significantly, negatively correlated with age (r = -.414,p = .009). 
Table 18.2 
Pearson Correlation: Motivation Efficacy Stepwise Regression 
Pearson Correlation 
ME End-line 
# ofWebinars 
Y rs Coaching Exp 
Ath. Ability & Imp. 
Support 
Satisfaction 
Age 
Sig. ( 1-tailed) 
ME End-line 
# of Webinars 
Y rs Coaching Exp 
Ath. Ability & Imp. 
Support 
Satisfaction 
Age 
~ 
....... 
-
I 
~ 
~ 
1.000 
-.153 
.270 
.426 . 
.434 
.717 
-.346 
.201 
.068 
.008 
.007 
.000 
.026 
-.153 
1.000 
-.084 
-.080 
-.111 
-.158 
-.041 
.201 
.323 
.332 
.272 
.194 
.441 
.270 
-.084 
1.000 
.259 
.393 
.285 
.111 
.068 
.323 
.076 
.013 
.057 
.273 
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.426 
-.080 
.259 
1.000 
.739 
.609 
-.265 
.008 
.332 
.076 
.000 
.000 
.071 
.434 
-.111 
.393 
.739 
1.000 
.558 
-.195 
.007 
.272 
.013 
.000 
.000 
.143 
.717 
-.158 
.285 
.609 
.558 . 
1.00 
-.414 
.000 
.194 
.057 
.000 
.000 
.009 
-.346 
-.041 
.111 
-.265 
-.195 
-.414 
1.000 
.026 
.411 
.273 
.071 
.143 
.009 
Table 18.3 provides a model summary for the stepwise multiple regression. Table 
18.4 provides a summary of the ANOVA for this analysis. At step 1, satisfaction end-line 
score was entered into the model. No other variables were entered into the model in 
subsequent steps. Satisfaction end-line scores were found to significantly predict end-line 
scores for motivation efficacy, with F (1, 30) = 31.7124 (p :S .001). This sug_gests that this 
model is a good overall fit for the data. With a multiple correlation coefficient of. 717, 
approximately 51.4% of the variability in motivation efficacy scores at end-line was 
accounted for by satisfaction end-line scores (Kleinbaum et al., 2008; Cook, 2010). 
Therefore, approximately 48.6% of the variability in motivation efficacy scores at end-
line is not accounted for by variables included in this analysis. 
Table 18.3 
Model Summary: Motivation Efficacy Stepwise Regression 
Std. 
Error of 
Adjusted the Rz 
Model R Rz Rz Estimate Change 
1 .717a .514 .498 .345 .514 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction End-line 
Table 18.4 
ANOVAa: Motivation Efficacy Stepwise Regression 
Model 
1 Regression 
Sum of 
Squares 
3.768 
df 
1 
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Mean 
_Square 
3.768 
Change Statistics 
F 
Change dfl d£2 
31.724 1 30 
F 
31.724 
Sig. F 
Change 
.000 
Sig. 
Residual 
Total 
3.563 
7.331 
a. Dependent Variable: :ME End-liile 
30 
31 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction End-line 
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Finally, Table 18.5 provides the overall coefficients for the fmal model. Therefore, 
the regression ~quation for predicting motivation efficacy scores at end-line is 
(Kleinbaum et al. , 2008): 
Predicted ME End-line score= 1.440 + .385(Coaching Satisfaction End-line score) . 
Table 18.5 
Coefficients: Motivation Efficacy Stepwise Regression 
Unstandardized Standardized 
Coefficients Coefficients 
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. 
1 (Constant) 1.440 .543 2.652 .013 
Satisfaction End-line .385 .068 .717 5.632 .000 
Dependent Variable: :ME End-line 
This model suggests that the other independent variables included in the analysis do not 
predict motivation efficacy scores at end-line. However, since many of the variables in 
the analysis are significantly correlated, the effect of those variables on motivation 
efficacy may be accounted for by the inclusion of coaching satisfaction in the model. In 
particular, perceived support, perceptions of athlete ability and improvement, and age are 
. l 
all significantly correlated with coaching satisfaction. Therefore, the inclusion of 
coaching satisfaction in the model may sufficiently account for any effect that those 
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variables have on motivation efficacy scores (K.leinbaum et al. , 2008). 
Game Strategy Efficacy. A stepwise multiple regression was run to determine if 
number of webinars viewed, years coaching experience, age, and end-line scores on 
athlete ability and improvement, perceived support, and coaching satisfaction predicted 
end-line scores for game strategy efficacy. Table 19.1 provides a summary ofthe 
descriptive statistics for each variable considered in the equation. 
Table 19.1 
Descriptive Statistics: Game Strategy Efficacy Stepwise Regression (N = 32) 
Std. 
Variable Mean Deviation N . 
GSE End-line 4.423 .607 32 
# ofWebinars Viewed· .719 1.171 32 I 
~ 
Years Coaching Experience·. 3.266 2.973 32 
Athlete Ability & Improvement End-line 6.984 1.428 32 
Perceived Support End-line 6.924 1.426 32 
Coaching Satisfaction End-line 7.895 .906 32 
Age 23.594 3.7662 32 
Table 19.2 provides a summary of Pearson correlations for each variable included 
in the analysis. It is of note that there were multiple significant correlations between 
variables. Game strategy efficacy was significantly, positively correlation with years of 
coaching experience (r = .368 p = .0 19), perceived athlete ability and improvement (r 
= .422,p = .008), perceived support (r = .493, p = .002), and coaching satisfaction (r 
= .646, p ~ .001). End-line scores for game strategy efficacy were also significantly, 
negatively correlated with number ofwebinars viewed (r = -.320,p = .037). As with the 
previous analysis, years of coaching experience was significantly, positively correlated 
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with perceived support (r = .393,p = .013), while scores on athlete ability and 
improvement were significantly, positively correlated with scores for perceived support 
(r = .739,p:::; .001) and coaching satisfaction (r = .609,p:::; .001). Finally, scores on 
coaching satisfaction were significantly, negatively correlated with age (r = -.414,p · 
= .009). 
Table 19.2 
Pearson Correlation: Game Strategy Efficacy Stepwise Regression 
~ r.ll OJ) 0 1:l ~ ....... :§ ~ ...... ....... ....... ~ Q ...... ~ 8 0 I ....... (.) (.) "0 ,.D ....... ~ 5 ~ ..... Q ~"0 ~ > t: (.) i:I.l ~ ~ 0 ·~=: ...... 8 0 c.S i:I.l ..,_, ~ u ~ ~ 0. r.ll r.ll 0. ::2 0. g. ....... ~ r:/) 0 ....... ~& <cld..§ ~ OJ) Pearson Correlation d ==+:~::> r:/) r:/) ~ 
GSE End-line 1.000 -.320 .368 .422 .493 .646 -.195 
# of Webinars -.320 1.000 -.084 -.080 -.111 -.158 -.041 
Y rs Coaching Exp .368 -.084 1.000 .259 .393 .285 .111 
Ath. Ability & Imp. .422 -.080 .259 1.000 .739 .609 -.265 
Support .493 -.111 .393 .739 1.000 .558 -.195 
Satisfaction .646 -.158 .285 .609 .558 1.000 -.414 
Age -.195 -.041 .111 -.265 -.195 -.414 1.00 
Sig. (1-tailed) 
GSE End-line .037 .019 .008 .002 .000 .142 
# ofWebinars .037 .323 .332 .272 .194 .411 
Y rs Coaching Exp .019 .323 .076 .013 .057 .273 
Ath. Ability & Imp. .008 .332 .076 .000 .000 .071 
Support .002 .272 .013 .000 .000 .143 
.~· · 
.: ·~ Satisfaction .000 .194 .057 .000 .000 .009 
Age .142 .411 .273 .071 . . 143 .009 
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Table 19.3 provides a model summary for the stepwise multiple regression. Table 
19.4provides a summary of the ANOVA for this analysis. At step 1, satisfaction end-line 
score was entered into the model. No other variables were entered into the model in 
subsequent steps. Satisfaction end-line scores were found to significantly predict end-line 
scores for game strategy efficacy, with F (1, 30) = 21.460 (p ~ .001). This suggests that 
this model is a good overall fit for the data. With a multiple correlation coefficient of .646, 
approximately 41.7% of the variability in game strategy efficacy scores at end-line was 
accounted for by satisfaction end-line scores (Kleinbaum et al., 2008; Cook, 2010). 
Therefore, approximately 58.3% ofthe variability in game strategy efficacy scores at 
end-line was not accounted for by variables included in this analysis. 
Table 19.3 
Model Summary: Game Efficacy Stepwise Regression 
Change Statistics 
Std. 
Error of 
Adjusted the R2 F Sig. F 
Model R R2 R2 Estimate Change Change dfl df2 Change 
1 .646a .417 .398 .471 .417 21.460 1 30 .000 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction End-line 
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Table 19.4 
ANOVAa: Game Strategy Efficacy Stepwise Regression 
Sum of Mean 
Model Squares df Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 4.759 1 4.759 21.460 .ooob 
Residual 6.653 30 .222 
Total 11.413 31 
a. Dependent Variable: GSE End-line 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction End-line 
Finally, Table 19.5 provides the overall coefficients for the final model. Therefore, 
the regression equation for predicting game strategy efficacy scores at end-line is 
(Kleinbaum et al., 2008): 
Predicted GSE End-line score= 1.008 + .433(Coaching Satisfaction End-line score) 
Table 19.5 
Coefficients: Game Strategy Efficacy Stepwise Regression 
U nstandardized Standardized 
Coefficients Coefficients 
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. 
1 (Constant) 1.008 .742 1.359 .184 
Satisfaction End-line .433 .093 .646 4.632 .000 
Dependent Variable: GSE End-line 
As with the model for motivation efficacy scores, this model suggests that coaching 
satisfaction scores at end-line are the only variable entered into the analysis that predict 
game strategy efficacy scores at end-line. It is possible that the significant correlations 
between coaching satisfaction and perceived athlete ability and improvement, perceived 
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support, and age accounts for these variables being excluded from the analysis. The 
inclusion of coaching satisfaction in the model may adequately account the impact of 
these other variables on game strategy efficacy scores (Kleinbaum et al. , 2008). 
Technique Efficacy. A stepwise multiple regression was run to determine if 
number ofwebinars viewed, years coaching experience, age, and end-line scores on 
athlete ability and improvement, perceived support, and coaching satisfaction predicted 
end-line scores for technique efficacy. Table 20.1 provides a summary of the descriptive 
statistics for each variable considered in the equation. 
Table 20.1 
Descriptive Statistics: Technique Efficacy Stepwise Regression (N = 32) 
Std. 
Variable Mean Deviation N 
TE End-line 4.221 .738 32 
# of Webinars Viewed .719 1.171 32 
Years Coaching Experience 3.266 2.973 32 
Athlete Ability & Improvement End-line 6.984 1.428 32 
Perceived Support End-line 6.924 1.426 32 
Coaching Satisfaction End-line 7.895 .906 32 
Age 23.594 3.766 32 
Table 20.2 provides a summary of Pearson correlations for each variable included 
in the analysis. It is of note that there were multiple significant correlations between 
variables. Technique efficacy was significantly, positively correlated with years of 
coaching experience (r = .334 p = .031 ), perceived athlete ability and improvement (r 
= .422, p = .008), perceived athlete ability and improvement (r = .354, p = .023), 
perceived support (r = .490, p = .002), and coaching satisfaction (r = .638,p :S .001). As 
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with the previous analyses, years of coaching experience was significantly, positively 
co:r;related with perceived support (r = .393,p = .013), while scores on athlete ability and 
improvement were significantly, positively correlated with scores for perceived support 
(r = .739,p :S .001) and coaching satisfaction (r = .609,p :S .001). Finally, scores on 
coaching satisfaction were significantly, negatively correlated with age (r = -.414, p 
= .009). 
Table 20.2 
Pearson Correlation: Technique Efficacy Stepwise Regression 
00 on .c 1:l ~ ·-~ 
.s ~ 
·-
~ s:: s:: s:: ..0 
·- ·-
...s:: u < s -~ - ..0 u s:: I ~ t:) 
"1:j ~'\j Clj ~ t:: ~ ~ 0 ·- ~ :> ~ s:: u ~ - 0 0 l:.il ~ 0.. ~ IS. 00 <...., ~ 00 0.. §< ·- ~ ~ 0 ·- 1-< ~ <~.§ ~ on Pearson Correlation =It:> ><I:.I.:l 00 00 < 
TE End-line 1.000 -.195 .334 .354 .490 .638 -.161 
# of Webinars -.195 1.000 -.084 -.080 -.111 -.158 -.041 
Y rs Coaching Exp .334 -.084 1.000 .259 .393 .285 .111 
Ath. Ability & Imp. .354 -.080 .259 1.000 .739 .609 -.265 
Support .490 -.111 .393 .739 1.000 .558 -.195 
Satisfaction .638 -.158 .285 .609 .558 1.000 -.414 
Age -.161 -.041 .111 -.265 -.195 -.414 1.000 
Sig. (1-tailed) 
TE End-line .142 .031 .023 .002 .000 .190 
# of Webinars .142 . .323 .332 .272 .194 .411 
Y rs Coaching Exp .031 .323 .076 .013 .057 .273 
Ath. Ability & Imp. .023 .332 .076 .000 .000 .071 
Support .002 .272 .013 .000 .000 .143 
Satisfaction .000 .194 ' .057 .000 .000 .009 
Age . 190 .411 .273 . .071 .143 .009 
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Table 20.3 provides a model summary for the stepwise multiple regression. Table 
20.4 provides a summary of the ANOVA for this analysis. At step 1, satisfaction end-line 
score was entered into the model. No other variables were entered into the model in 
subsequent steps. Coaching satisfaction end-line scores wer()found to significantly 
predict end-line scores for technique efficacy, with F (1, 30) = 20.565 :(p S .001). This 
suggests that this model is a good overall fit for the data. With a multiple correlation 
coefficient of .638, approximately 38.7% of the variability in techniq~e efficacy scores at 
end-line was accounted for by coaching satisfaction end-line scores (Kleinbaum et al., 
2008; Cook, 2010). Therefore, approximately 61.3% of the variability in technique 
efficacy scores at end-line was not accounted for by variables included in this analysis. 
Table 20.3 
Model Summary: Technique Efficacy Stepwise Regression 
Change Statistics 
Std. 
Error of 
Adjusted the R2 F Sig. F 
Model R R2 R2 Estimate Change Change dfl df2 Change 
1 .638a .407 .387 .578 .407 20.565 1 30 .000 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction End-line 
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Table 20.4 
ANOVAa: Technique Efficacy Stepwise Regression 
Sum of Mean 
Model Squares df Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 6.872 1 6.872 20.565 .ooob 
Residual 10.024 30 .334 
Total 16.896 31 
a. Dependent Variable: TE End-line 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction End-line 
Finally, Table 20.5 provides the overall coefficient~ for the ffual model. Therefore, 
the regression e~uation for predicting technique efficacy scores at end-line is (Kleinbaum 
et al., 2008): 
Predicted TE End-line score= .118 + .520(Coaching Satisfaction End-line score) 
Table 20.5 
Coefficients: Technique Efficacy Stepwise Regression 
Unstandardized Standardized 
Coefficients Coefficients 
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. 
1 (Constant) .118 .910 .130 .898 
Satisfaction End-line .520 .115 .638 4.535 .000 
Dependent Variable: TE End-line 
As with the models for motivation efficacy scores and game strategy efficacy scores, this 
model indicates that end-line coaching satisfaction scores are the only variable entered 
into the analysis that predict end-line technique efficacy scores at end-line. However, it is 
important to consider that the impact of age, perceived athlete ability and improvement, 
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and perceived support on technique efficacy scores may be accounted for by the inclusion 
of coaching satisfaction, due to the significant correlation between these variables and 
coaching satisfaction (Kleinbaum et al., 2008). 
Character Building Efficacy. Year 1 coaches and Year 2 coaches were separated 
for this analysis, as they differed significantly at baseline on character building efficacy 
scores. For the analysis of Year 1 coaches, a total of 12 participants were included, with 
an average age of 22.833 (sd = 2.167) years, and an average of 2.208 (sd ~ 2.657) years 
of coaching experience. A total of 20 coaches from Year 2 were included in t~e second 
analysis, with an average age of24.050 (sd= 4.454) years and an average of3.9 (sd= 
3.025) years of coaching experience. 
Year 1 Character Building Efficacy. A stepwise multiple regression was run to 
determine if years coaching experience, age, and end-line scores on athlete ability and 
improvement, perceived support, and coaching satisfaction predicted end-line scores for 
character building efficacy for Year 1 coaches. Year 1 coaches were separated from Year 
2 coaches because these two samples differed significantly at baseline on the dimension 
of character building efficacy. Furthermore, Year 1 coaches were not provided with 
monthly webinars. Therefore, that variable was excluded for this analysis. Table 21.1 
provides a summary of the descriptive statistics for each variable considered in the 
equation. 
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Table 21.1 
Descriptive Statistics: Year 1 Character Building Efficacy Stepwise Regression (N= 12) 
Std. 
Variable Mean Deviation N 
CBE Yr 1 End-line 4.563 .441 12 
Years Coaching Experience 2.208 2.675 12 
Athlete Ability & Improvement End-line 7.125 1.151 12 
Perceived Support End-line 6.944 1.169 12 
Coaching Satisfaction End-line 7.948 .575 12 
Age 22.833 2.167 12 
l 
Table 21.2 provides a summary of Pearson correlations for each variable hlcluded 
in the analysis. There were a few significant correlations between variables in this 
analysis. Namely, coaching satisfaction was significantly, positively correlated with . 
perceived athlete ability and improvement (r = .517,p = .043) and significantly, 
negatively correlated with years of coaching experience (r = -.506, p = .04 7). Lastly, 
perceived support was significantly, positively correlated with perceived athlete ability 
and improvement (r = .560,p = .029). 
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Table 21.2 
Pearson Correlation: Yr 1 Character Building Efficacy Stepwise Regression 
I 
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CBE Yr 1 End-line 1.000 .219 .185 .202 .383 .155 
Y rs Coaching Exp .219 1.000 -.423 .137 -.506 -.017 . 
I; · 
Ath. Ability & Imp. .185 -.423 1.000 .560 .517 -.246.t, 
Support .202 .137 .560 1.000 -.151 -.052 
Satisfaction .383 -.506 .517 -.151 1.000 .093 
Age .155 -.017 -.246 -.052 .093 1.000 
Sig. (1-tailed) 
CBE Yr 1 End-line . .247 .283 .264 .109 .316 
Y rs Coaching Exp .247 .086 .335 .047 .479 
Ath. Ability & Imp. .283 .086 .029 .043 .220 
Support .264 . . 335 .029 .320 .436 
Satisfaction .109 .047 .043 .320 .387 
Age .316 .479 .220 .436 .387 
For this analysis, no variables were entered into the regression model. Therefore, 
none of the included independent variables were significant in predicting ch~acter 
building efficacy scores at end-line for Year 1 coaches. This lack of inclusion of any 
variables in the model may be due to the small sample size for Year 1 coaches, or these 
coaches may be in some way unique, in that coaching satisfaction, which was included in 
all other regression models for this study, was not predictive of their character building 
efficacy scores. 
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Year 2 Character Building Efficacy. A stepwise multiple regression was run to 
determine if number ofwebinars viewed, years coaching experience, age, and end-line 
scores on athlete ability and improvement, perceived support, and coaching satisfaction 
predicted end-line scores for character efficacy. Year 1 and Year 2 coaches differed 
significantly on character building efficacy at baseline, and were therefore separated for 
this analysis. Table 22.1 provides a summary of the descriptive statistics for each variable 
considered in the equation. 
Table 22.1 
Descriptive Statistics: Year 2 Character Building Efficacy Stepwise Regression (N = 20) 
Std. 
Variable Mean Deviation N 
CBE Yr 2End-line 4.663 .527 20 
# ofWebinars Viewed 1.150 1.309 20 
Years Coaching Experience 3.900 3.025 20 
Athlete Ability & Improvement End-line 6.900 1.594 20 
Perceived Support End-line 6.913 1.590 20 
Coaching Satisfaction End-line 7.863 1.070 20 
Age 24.050 4.454 20 
Table 22.2 provides a summary of Pearson correlations for each variable included 
in the analysis. There were multiple significant correlations between variables in the 
analysis. Character building efficacy scores were significantly, positively correlated with 
perceived support (r = .477, p = .017) and coaching satisfaction (r = .840,p :S .001). 
Character building efficacy scores were significantly, negatively correlated with age (r = 
-.569, p = .004). Additionally, years of coaching experience was significantly, positively 
correlated with perceived athlete ability and improvement (r = .560,p = .005), perceived 
149 
support (r = .518,p = .01), and coaching satisfaction (r = .544,p = .007). Perceived 
athlete ability and improvement was also significantly, positively correlated with 
perceived support (r = .796,p ~ .001) and coaching satisfaction (r = .634,p = .001). ' . 
Finally, coaching satisfaction was significantly, positively correlated with perceived 
support (r = .725,p ~ .001) and significantly, negatively correlated with age (r = -.489,p 
= .014). 
Table 22.2 
Pearson Correlation: Yr 2 Character Building Efficacy Stepwise Regression . 
Vl OJ) 0 1:l ~ ....... ] ~ ........ ....... 1:: 
.s ~ ~ ("' 8 0 ~ (.) (.) < ....... 1-< ~ ell 5 ~ ..... ;;.-. .s ~"0 ~ > t:: (.) ~ ~ 0 ·~=: ..... 0 0 ~ ........ u ~ ~ ~· ~~j 0.. Vl co"O I+.; ~ Vl 0.. §< ....... ~ u~ o ...... 1-< >< ~ OJ) Pearson Correlation =+~::> >-< .~ 1/J r:/1 < 
CBE Yr 2 End-line 1.000 -.209 .308 .349 .477 .840 -.569 
:1 
# of Webinars -.209 1.000 -.315 -.055 -.139 -.168 -.146 
Y rs Coaching Exp .308 -.315 1.000 .560 .518 .544 .094 
Ath. Ability & Imp. .349 -.055 .560 1.000 .796 .634 -.262 
Support .477 -.139 .518 .796 1.000 . . 725 -.228 
Satisfaction .840 -.168 .544 .634 .725 1.00 -.489 
Age -.569 -.146 .094 -.262 -.228 -.489 1.000 
Sig. (1-tailed) 
CBE Yr 2 End-line .189 .093 .066 .017 .000 .004 
# of Webinars .189 .088 .408 .280 .240 .270 
Y rs Coaching Exp .093 .088 .005 .010 .007 .346 
Ath. Ability & Imp. .066 .408 .005 .000 .001 .132 
Support .017 .280 .010 .000 .000 .167 
Satisfaction .000 .240 .007 .001 .000 .014 
Age .004 .270 .346 .132 .167 .014 
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Table 22.3 provides a model summary for the stepwise multiple regression. Table 
22.4 provides a summary ofthe ANOVA for this analysis. At step 1, satisfaction end-line 
score was entered into the model. No other variables were entered into the model in · 
subsequent steps. Coaching satisfaction end-line scores were found to significantly 
predict end-line scores for character building efficacy for Year 2 coaches, with F (1, 18) 
= 43.290 (p::::; .001). This suggests that this modelis a good overall fit forth<? data. With a 
multiple correlation coefficient of .840, approximately 69.0% of the variability in 
character building efficacy scores at end-line for Year 2 coaches was accounted for by 
coaching satisfaction end-line scores (K.leinbaum et al., 2008; Cook, 2010). Therefore, 
. . 
approximately 31.0% of the variability in character building efficacy scores at end-line 
was not accounted for by variables included in this analysis. 
Table 22.3 
Model Summary: Yr 2 Character Building Efficacy Stepwise Regression 
Change Statistics 
Std. 
Error of 
Adjusted the R2 F Sig. F 
Model R R2 R2 Estimate Change Change dfl df2 Change 
1 .840a .706 .690 .293 .706 43.290 1 18 .000 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction End-line 
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Table 22.4 
ANOVAa: Yr 2 Character Building Efficacy Stepwise Regression 
Sum of Mean 
Model Squares df Square F Sig . 
1 Regression 3.732 1 3.732 43.290 . ooob 
Residual 1.552 18 .086 
Total 5.284 19 
a. Dependent Variable: CBE End-line (Yr 2) 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction End-line 
Table 22.5 provides the overall coefficients for the final model. Therefore, the 
regression equation for predicting character building efficacy scores at end-line is 
(Kleinbaum et al. , 2008): 
Predicted CBE End-line score= 1.405 + .414(Coaching Satisfaction End-line score) 
Table 22.5 
Coefficients: Yr 2 Character Building Efficacy Stepwise Regression 
U nstandardized Standardized 
Coefficients Coefficients 
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. 
1 (Constant) 1.405 .499 2.814 .011 
Satisfaction End-line .414 .063 .840 6.580 .. . 000 
" 
Dependent Variable: CBE End-line 
This model suggests coaching satisfaction score at end-line is the only variable mduded 
in the analysis predictive of perceptions of character building at end-line. While this may 
be accurate, it is also possible that the impact of other variables is accounted for by the 
inclusion of coaching satisfaction scores. In particular, years of coaching experience, 
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perceived athlete ability and improvement, perc~ived support and age are all significantly 
correlated with coaching satisfaction. Therefore, their impact on character building 
efficacy may be accounted for by the inclusion of end-line coaching satisfaction score in 
the model (Kleinbaum et al., 2008). 
Total Coaching Efficacy. A stepwise multiple regression was run to determine if 
number ofwebinars viewed, years coaching experience, age, and end-line scores on 
athlete ability and improvement, perceived support, and coaching satisfaction predicted 
end-line scores for total coaching efficacy. Table 23.1 provides a summary of the 
descriptive statistics for each variable considered in the equation. 
Table 23.1 
Descriptive Statistics: Total Coaching Efficacy Stepwise Regression (N = 32) 
Std. 
Variable Mean Deviation N 
TCE End-line 4.413 .528 32 
# ofWebinars Viewed .719 1.171 32 
Years Coaching Experience 3.266 2.973 32 
Athlete Ability & Improvement End-line 6.984 1.428 32 
Perceived Support End-line 6.924 1.426 32 
Coaching Satisfaction End-line 7.894 .906 32 
Age 23.594 3.766 32 
Table 23.2 provides a summary of Pearson correlations for each variable included 
in the analysis. It is of note that there were multiple significant correlations between 
variables. Total coaching efficacy was significantly, positively correlated with years of 
coaching experience (r = .359,p- .022), perceived athlete ability and improvement (r 
= .430, p = .007), perceived support (r = .522,p = .001) and coaching satisfaction (r 
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= .752,p :S .001). As with the other combined analyses, years of coaching experience was 
significantly, positively correlated with perceived support (r = .393,p = .013), while 
scores on athlete ability and improvement were significantly, positively correlated with 
scores for perceived support (r = .739, p :S .001) and coaching satisfaction (r = .609, p 
:S .001). Finally, scores on coaching satisfaction were significantly, negatively correlated 
with age (r = -.414,p = .009). 
Table 23.2 
Pearson Correlation: Total Coaching Efficacy Stepwise Regression 
<!) 00 00 0 1:l !a ...... s::::: s::::: ........ 
...... 
.s :E <!) ...... <!) s::::: ........ ,.D I E3 0 "'0 ,.D t.) g < ...... 
s::::: !1)"'0 cd <!) <!) t:: t) ~ ~ ~ 0 ...... <!) ;> ~ u [) ....... 0 0 ~ <!) 1-1 0.. 00 4-1 <!) 00 0.. ;9 s- .§' ·- <!) u 0 ...... 1-1 ~ ~ 00 
Pearson Correlation E-< ::;t> >-<~ <cld- r:/l r:/l < 
TCE End-line 1.000 -.228 .359 .430 .522 .752 -.277 
# ofWebinars -.228 1.000 -.084 -.080 -.111 -.158 -.041 
Y rs Coaching Exp .359 .:. .084 1.000 .259 .393 .285 .111 
Ath. Ability & Imp. .430 -.080 .259 1.000 .739 .609 -.265 
Support .522 -.111 .393 . . 739 1.000 .558 -.195 
Satisfaction .752 -.158 .285 .609 .558 1.000 -.414 
Age -.277 -.041 .111 -.265 -.195 -.414 1.000 
Sig. (1-tailed) 
TCE End-line .105 .022 .007 .001 .000 .062 
# of Webinars .105 .323 .332 .272 .194 .411 
Y rs Coaching Exp .022 .323 .076 .013 .057 .273 
Ath. Ability & Imp. .007 .332 .076 .000 .000 .071 
Support .001 .272 .013 .000 .000 .143 
Satisfaction .000 .194 .057 .000. .000 .009 
Age .062 .411 .273 .071 .143 .009 
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Table 23.3 provides a model summary for the stepwise multiple regression. Table 
23.4 provides a summary of the ANOVA for this analysis. At step 1, coaching 
satisfaction end-line score was entered into the model. No other variables were entered 
into the model in subsequent steps. Coaching satisfaction end-line scores were found to 
significantly predict end-line scores for total coaching efficacy, with F (1, 30) = 39.066 
(p :S .001). This suggests that this model is a good overall fit for the data. With a multiple 
correlation coefficient of .752, approximately 56.6% of the variability in total coac?ing 
efficacy scores at end-line was accounted for by coaching satisfaction end-line scores 
(Kleinbaum et al., 2008; Cook, 2010). Therefore, approximately 43.4% of the variability 
in total coaching efficacy scores at end-line was not accounted for by variables included 
in this analysis. 
Table 23.3 
Model Summary: Total Coaching Efficacy Stepwise Regression 
Change Statistics 
Std. 
Error of 
Adjusted the R2 F Sig. F 
Model R R2 R2 Estimate Change Change dfl df2 Change 
1 .752a .566 .551 .354 .566 39.066 1 30 .000 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction End-line 
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Table 23.4 
ANOVAa: Total Efficacy Stepwise Regression 
Model 
1 Regression 
Residual 
Total 
Sum of 
Squares 
4.885 
3.751 
8.637 
a. Dependent Variable: TCE End-line 
df 
1 
30 
31 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction End-line 
Mean 
Square 
4.885 
.125 
F Sig. 
39.066 
Table 23.5 provides the overall coefficients for the final model. Therefore, the 
regression equation for predicting total coaching efficacy scores at end-line is 
(Kleinbaum et al., 2008): 
Predicted TCE End-line score= .953 + .438(Coaching Satisfaction End-line score) 
Table 23.5 
Coefficients: Total Efficacy Stepwise Regression 
Unstandardized Standardized 
Coefficients Coefficients 
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. 
1 (Constant) .953 .557 1.712 .097 
Satisfaction End-line .438 .070 .752 6.250 .000 
Dependent Variable: TCE End-line 
As with the other analyses that combined Year 1 and Year 2 coaches, this regression 
model suggests that coaching satisfaction scores at end-line is the only variable in the 
analysis predictive of total coaching efficacy scores at end-line. While this may 
accurately reflect the impact of all of these variables on perceptions of coaching efficacy, 
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the impact of some these variables may also be taken into account by the inclusion of 
coaching satisfaction, as it is highly correlated with perceptions of athlete ability and 
improvement, perceived support, and age (Kleinbaum et al. , 2008). 
It is of note that the number ofwebinars viewed was not predictive of end-line 
scores on any of the dimensions of coaching efficacy, nor was it highly correlated with 
any of the dimensions except for game strategy efficacy (r = -.320,p = . ~37). This 
. . 
suggests that participating in webinars did not have an impact of coaches' perceptions of 
coaching efficacy at the end of their service term. This may have important implications 
for coach traininF approaches in the future. Consideration of the implications of this data, 
along with that from the qualitative analysis will be discussed further in Chapter Five. 
Independent Samples T-Tests: NTI Attendance 
In order to examine the potential impact of attending the NTI on coaches' end of 
year perceptions of coaching efficacy, on all four domains (i.e. ME, GSE, TE and CBE) 
and total coaching efficacy, independent samples t-tests were conducted to compare end-
line data for coaches that had attended NTI to those coaches that had not attended NTI. 
Only those coaches who had data regarding their attendance at NTI and who had 
completed the end-line measure were included in the analysis. Descriptive statistics are 
provided for the 7 5 coaches for whom all of this data existed in Table 24 .1. Of these 7 5 
coaches, 17.3% (n = 13) were from Year 1 and 83.7% (n = 61) were from year two. 
Given that the content covered at NTI in Year 1 and 2 was largely the same, coaches 
from both years were combined for this analysis. Of these coaches 48% (n = 36) attended 
NTI, while 52% (n = 39) did not attend NTI. 
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This group of coaches had an average age of23.6 (sd= 3.696) years, with an 
average of3.109 (sd= 2.900) years coaching experience. However, it is of note that data 
regarding age and years coaching was not available for 40 and 43 coaches, respectively. 
There was a relatively equal gender breakdown, with 46.7% (n = 35) of coaches 
~ 
identifying as male and 53.5% (n = 45) identifying as female. There was a relatively 
diverse ethnic breakdown, despite missing data from 57.3% (n = 43) coaches. In the 
context of the entire sample for this analysis, 22.7% (n = 17) identified as Caucasian, 
13.5% (n = 10) as Hispanic, 4.0% (n = 3) as African American, 1.3% (n = 1) as Asian 
American, 1.3% (n = 1) as Native North American Indian, and 57.3% (n = 43) as · 
unidentified. 
Table 24.1 
Independent Samples T-Test Descriptives: NTI Attendance (n = 75) 
Demographic 
Age 
Years Coaching Experience (primary sport) 
Gender 
Male 
Female 
Demographic 
Ethnicity 
Caucasian 
Hispanic 
African American 
Asian American 
Native North American Indian 
Unidentified 
Service Year 
2011-2012 
2012-2013 
NTI Attendance 
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Mean (sd) 
23.60 (3.696) 
3.109 (2.900) 
Percentage (n) 
46.7 (35) 
53.3 (45) 
22.7 (17) 
13.3 (10) 
4.0 (3) 
1.3(1) 
1.3 (1) 
57.3 (43) 
17.3(13) 
83.7 (62) 
Attended 
Did Not Attend 
48.0 (36) 
52.0 (39) 
Results from the independent samples t-tests comparing end-line CES-II scores 
for coaches that attended NTI versus coaches that did not attend NTI are presented in 
Table 24.2. These t-tests revealed no statistically significant results, indicating no 
significant differences on end-line scores for motivation efficacy' game strategy efficacy' 
technique efficacy, character building efficacy or total coaching efficacy between ~ese · 
two groups. This suggests that coaches who attended NTI did not perceive themselves to 
be any more or less efficacious at the end of their service term than coaches who did not 
\ 
attend NTI. 
Table 24.2 
Independent Samples T-tests: NTI Attendance (n = 75) 
Attended NTI Did Not Attend NTI 
Measure M SD N M SD N t df Sig. 
ME End-line 4.48 .47 36 4.39 .47 39 .780 73 .438 
GSE End-line 4.40 .58 36 4.47 .48 39 -.586 73 .560 
TE End-line 4.16 .73 36 4.28 .56 39 -.771 73 .443 
CBE End-line 4.66 .47 36 4.55 .46 39 1.001 73 .320 
TCE End-line 4.39 .51 36 4.40 .45 39 -.093 73 .926 
Paired Samples T-Tests: National Training Institute CES-11 Scores 
Paired samples t-tests were run to determine if there were any significant changes 
in CES-II scores, including motivation efficacy, game strategy efficacy, technique 
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efficacy, character building efficacy and total coaching efficacy, from pre- to post-NTI. 
For this analysis, 72 coaches were surveyed over the course of the 2012 NTI. As outlined 
in Chapter Three, the NTI was a three-day intensive training, provided to coaches at the 
beginning of their service term. For both Year 1 and 2, all full- and half-time CAA 
coaches hired prior to September attended NTI in Boston at the beginning of their service 
year. Topics addressed included the coach as mentor role, understanding context, tricks 
of the trade, culture building, and a chance to put a practice plan into action with youth 
from the community. Coaches from Year 1 (2011 - 2012) were only surveyed at the 
beginning ofNTI, in September 2011. They were not give post-NTI measures at the end 
of their NTI. Therefore, only Year 2 coaches are considered in this analysis. Baseline 
measures were taken prior to the start of the training program, at registration. Post-test 
measures were taken at the training site at the conclusion of the training program. A total 
of 31 coaches were dropped from the analysis due to missing data, either at baseline or 
post-test, resulting in a total of 41 participants for this analysis. Descriptive statistics for 
these 41 coaches are provided in Table 25.1 below. 
Descriptive statistics indicate that this group of coaches is line with the overall 
sample, with a mean age of25.26 (sd = 6.847) and an average of 4.72 (sd = 4.292) years 
of experience coaching their primary sport. This sample has a relatively equal gender 
breakdown, with 61% (n = 25) identifying as male and 39% (n = 16) identifying as 
female. This gender breakdown is reflective of Coach Across America full- and half-time 
coaches (Akhtar et al. , 2013). These coaches also represented a diverse ethnic breakdown, 
with 41.5% (n = 17) identifying as Caucasian, 34.1% (n = 14) as Hispanic, 17.1% (n = 7) 
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as African American, 4.9% (n = 2) as Asian American, and 2.4% (n = 1) as Native North 
American Indian. Lastly, 46.3% (n = 19) identified as serving in their home community, 
51.2% (n = 21) as serving outside their home community and 2.4% (n = 1) did not 
respond to this question. 
Table 25.1 
Participant Descriptive Statistics: Paired Samples t-test (n = 41) 
Demographic 
Age 
Years Coaching Experience (primary sport) 
Gender 
Male 
Female 
Demographic 
Ethnicity 
Caucasian 
Hispanic 
African American 
Asian American 
Native North American Indian 
Serving in Home Community 
Yes 
No 
No Answer 
Mean (sd) 
25.26 (6.847) 
4.72 (4.292) 
Percentage (n) 
61 (25) 
39 (16) 
41.5 (1 7) 
34.1 (14) 
17.1 (7) 
4.9 (2) 
2.4 (1) 
46.3 (19) 
51.2 (21) 
2.4 (1) 
Mean scores, standard deviations, and standard error of the mean are provided in 
Table 25.2, for baseline and post-test measures for motivation efficacy, game strategy 
efficacy, technique efficacy, character building efficacy, and total coaching efficacy. All 
mean scores at baseline fall at the high end of the rating scale, ranging from 3.977 to 
4.240. All mean scores at post-test also fall at the high end of the rating scale, ranging 
from 4.013 to 4.567. 
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Table 25.2 
Paired Samples Means & Standard Deviations: Pre-NTI & Post-NTI 
Pair Mean Standard Standard Error Deviation Mean 
Motivation Efficacy (ME) 
Pre-NTI 4.129 .555 .086 
Post-NTI 4.230 .464 .073 
Game ,Strategy Efficacy (GSE) 
Pre-NTI 3.977 .546 .085 
Post-NTI 4.013 .519 .081 
Technique Efficacy (TE) 
Pre-NTI 4.240 .570 ·.089 
Post-NTI 4.232 .574 .090 
Character Building Efficacy 
(CBE) 
Pre-NTI 4.154 .502 :o78 
Post-NTI 4.567 .553 .086 
Total Coaching Efficacy (TCE) 
Pre-NTI 4.167 .492 .077 
Post-NTI 4.224 .422 .066 
Results from the paired-samples t-tests are presented in Table 25.3, below. These 
paired samples t-tests show statistically significant increases in character building 
efficacy scores from baseline to post-test, with'a t-value of5.812 (p :S .001). Given the 
relatively small n for this analysis, it is worth noting that scores on motivation efficacy 
approached significance, with at-value of 1.620 (p = .113). Increases in motivation 
efficacy scores, while not significant at the .05 or .1 0 level, suggest a potential trend 
toward increased feelings of motivation efficacy from baseline to post-test. There were 
no statistically significant changes from baseline to post-test for game strategy efficacy, 
technique efficacy or total coaching efficacy scores. 
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Table 25.3 
Paired Samples T-Tests: Pre-Post NTI 
Paired Differences 
95% 
Confidence 
Std. Interval 
Std. Error (Lower, Sig (2-
Pair Mean Dev. Mean Upper) t df tailed) 
ME Post- Pre .101 .399 .062 (-.227, .025) 1.620 40 .113 
GSE Post - Pre .038 .483 .075 (-.190, .115) .501 40 .619 
TE Post- Pre -.008 .444 .069 (-.132, .148) -.118 40 .907 
CBE Post - Pre .413 .455 .071 (.269, .557) 5.812 40 · .000 
TCE Post - Pre .057 .337 .053 (-.163, .049) 1.083 40 .285 
Analyses of Covariance: Ethnicity and Gender 
Based on feedback from the dissertation committee, ANCOV As were run to 
examine the impact of ethnicity and gender, if any, on coaches' end-line CES-II scores, 
after controlling for coaches' baseline CES-II scores. Separate ANCOVAs were run for 
ethnicity and gender, usmg each of the domains of coaching efficacy (i.e. ME, GSE, TE, 
CBE and TCE) as the dependent variable. Table 26.1 provides an overview of the 
demographic statistics of coaches, broken down by ethnicity. Table t 6.2 outlines coaches' 
mean scores (including standard deviations) for baseline and end-line on each of the 
dimensions of coaching efficacy. 
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Table 26.1 
Demographics Statistics: ANCOVAs Ethnicity (n = 140) 
< 
Years 
Coaching 
Male Female Age Experience 
Ethnidty % (n) % (n) Mean (sd) Mean (sd) 
Caucasian 22.1 (31) . 20.7 (29) 25.183 (4.59) 3.407 ( 4.45) 
' 
Hispanic 15 (21) 11.4 (16) 23.083 (3.557) 3.781 (2.314) 
African American 12.9 (18) 5 (7) 26.917 (7.884) 4.174(5:.113) 
Asian American 1.4 (2) 3.6 (5) 22.429 (1.272) 3.429 (4.157) 
\ 
Native No. American Indian 0 (0) 1.4 (2) 22.5 (6.364) . 4.0(0) 
Other 2.9 (4) 3.6 (5) 27.0 (5.679) 6.333 (4.933) 
Table 26.2 
Descriptive Statistics: ANCOV As Ethnicity 
Native 
North 
CES-II African Asian American 
Dimension Caucasian Hispanic American American Indian Other 
M M M M M M 
n (sd) n (sd) n (sd) n (sd) n (sd) n (sd) 
ME Baseline 51 4.13 33 4.10 24 4.45 6 4.01 2 4.5 4 4.36 
(.57) (.47) (.42) (.57) (.30) (.44) 
ME End-line 17 4.38 10 4.60 4 4.43 2 4.64 1 5.0 0 
(.54) (.42) (.20) (.30) (0) 
GSE Baseline 49 3.87 33 4.04 24 4.31 6 3.45 2 4.43 4 4.29 
(.58) (.51) (.49) (. 79) (.61) (.45) 
GSE End-line 17 4.20 10 4.64 4 4.32 2 4.86 1 5.0 0 
(.68) (.43) (.29) (.20) (0) 
TE Baseline 50 4.09 33 4.15 24 4.47 6 3.58 2 4.42 4 4.33 
(.65) (.52) (.47) (.85) (.82) (.45) 
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TE End-line 17 4.0'3 10 4.58 4 3.93 2 4.71 1 5.0 0 
(.87) (.41) (.25) (.40) (0) 
CBE Baseline 51 4.26 33 4.32 24 4.53 6 4.18 2 4.58 4 4.63 
(.59) (.48) (.45) (.44) (.59) 0 (.32) 
CBE End-line 17 4.57 10 4.73 4 4.69 2 4.88 1 5.0 0 
(.57) (.42) (.38) (.18) (0) 
TCE Baseline 51 4.1 1 33 4.15 24 4.45 6 3.82 2 4.54 4 4.38 
;.. (.52) (.43) (.39) (.56) (.47) (.29) 
TCE End-line 17 4.27 10 4.62 4 4.30 2 4.75 5.0 0 
(.59) (.37) (.16) (.06) (0) 
Table 26.3 provides an overview of demographic statistics of coaches, broken down by -
gender. Table 26.4 outlines coaches' mean scores (including standard deviations) for 
each of the dimensions of coaching efficacy at base!_ine and end-line. 
Table 26.3 
Demographic Statistics: ANCOVAs Gender (n = 14q) 
Demographic 
Age 
Years Coaching Experience (primary sport) 
Ethnicity 
Caucasian 
Hispanic 
Mrican American 
Asian American · 
Native North American Indian 
Other 
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Males 
Mean (sd) 
25.408 (6.40) 
2.684 (1.849) 
Percentage (n) 
22.1 (31) 
15 (21) 
12.9 (18) 
1.4 (2) 
0 (0) 
2.9 ( 4) 
Females 
Mean (sd) 
24.075 (3.149) 
2.797 (1 .929) 
Percentage (n) 
20.7 (29) 
11.4 (16) 
5 (7) 
3.6 (5) 
1.4 (2) 
0 3.6 (5) 
Table 26.4 
Descriptive Statistics: ANCOVAs Gender 
Male Female 
CES-II Dimension n M(sd) n M(sd) 
ME Baseline 68 4.24 (.47) 57 4.14 (.56) 
ME End-line 38 4.38 (.48) 49 4.47 (.44) 
GSE Baseline 66 4.09 (.53) 57 3.89 (.63) 
GSE End-line 38 4.34 (.57) 49 4.50 (.50) 
TE Baseline 67 4.27 (.55) 57 4.07 (.65) 
TE End-line 38 4.22 (.53) 49 4.25 ( 72) 
CBE Baseline 68 4.40 (.49) 57 4.25 (.55) 
CBE End-line 38 4.53 (.52) 49 4.66 (.44) 
TCE Baseline 68 4.26 (.41) 57 4.10 (.54) 
TCE End-line 38 4.35 (.46) 49 4.44 (.49) 
None of the ANCOVAs revealed statistically significant results, indicating that coaches' 
end-line scores on each of the dimensions of coaching efficacy were not significantly 
impacted by ethnicity or gender, after-controlling for coaches' baseline scores. For 
ethnicity, the ANCOV As revealed insignificant F statistics ofF( 4) = .195 (p = .939) for 
motivation efficacy, F(4) = .240 (p = .913) for game strategy efficacy, F(4) = .903 (p 
= .477) for technique efficacy, F(4) = .137 (p = .967) for character building efficacy and 
F(4) = .375 (p = .824) for total coaching efficacy. For gender, the ANCOVAs revealed 
insignificant F statistics of F(l) = .426 (p = .518) for motivation efficacy, F(1) = .531 (p 
= .471) for game strategy efficacy, F(1) = .445 (p = .509) for technique efficacy, F(1) 
= .209 (p= .651) for character building efficacy, and F(1) = .075 (p = .786) for total 
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coaching efficacy. These results, however, must be taken with caution. Given the small N 
for each of these analyses, truly meaningful comparisons could not be conducted. 
Qualitative Data Analysis 
A total of 12 coaches participated in focus groups, with five coaches from Year 1 
and seven coaches from Year 2. Of these 12 coaches, six were male and six were .female. 
In Year 1, all five coaches who participated in the focus group were serving in their 
second year with CAA in Los Angeles. These coaches were chosen out of approximately 
80 first and second year coaches, as they could provide a unique perspective, having 
served one year with CAA prior to its partnership with the BU-IACE, and then one year 
with CAA after the partnership was established. One focus group was conducted with all 
five Year 1 coaches, lasting approximated one hour. In Year 2, all coaches were serving 
their first term with CAA, with three coaches .serving in Denver, two in Los Angeles and 
two in New York City. Three separate focus groups were conducted with these Year 2 
coaches, who were chosen from approximately 160 coaches, one per region .. These focus 
groups lasted from 30 to 50 minutes each. No other demographic data was collected. 
The following sectiC?n outlines the higher order, lower order, and sub-themes that 
emerged from these focus groups following Braun and Clarke's (2006) six-step process 
for thematic analysis. This six step process included familiarization with the data, 
summarizing the data through the development of initial codes, identification of broader 
themes which encompass these codes, reviewing and refining these broader themes to 
ensure they were accurate and captured the data, defining and summarizing these themes, 
and finally writing up the final results. As part of step four, codes were re-named, added 
167 
or combined, when appropriate (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Each theme is defined and . 
supported by quotations from participants, when applicable. The potential implications of 
these themes will be discussed in Chapter Five. 
Table 27 provides an overview of the theme structure, including higher order 
themes, lower order themes and sub-themes. The number of participants whose 
statements were included for each level of code, and the number of instances for each 
code are provided. A total of259 separate instances were coded within this overall 
structure. It is important to note that some code's did not fit into specific sub-therries, and 
were therefore counted only at the lower order level. A few codes also were not specific 
enough to fit into particular lower order themes, and were therefore only counted at the 
higher order level. This accounts for any discrepancy between total code instances at the 
higher order and lower order levels. Lastly, in order to maintain confidentiality, numbers 
are provided in lieu of names for any direct quotes from participants that included the 
names of mentors, peer-leaders, or other coaches. 
Table 27 
Summary of Qualitative Themes (Number of participants) [Number of instances] 
I. Impact ofTraining Program (12) [87] 
a. Positive Impact ofNational Training Institute (NTI) (11) [42] 
i. Development of Relationships/Learning from Others (4).[5] 
ii .. Gained Content Knowledge (10) [19] 
iii. Positive Influence on Overall Mindset (4) [5] 
iv. Recominended Areas for Increased Depth (6) [9] 
b. Limited Impact ofWebinars (6) [17] 
i. Lack ofEngagement (5) [5] 
ii. Content Not Directly Applicable to Coach Context (2) [2] 
iii. Timing/Scheduling Concerns (4) [4] 
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c. Mixed Impact ofFormal Mentoring/Peer-Leader Relationships (10) [24] 
i. Support for Specific Challenges (5) [11] 
ii. Managing Logistical and Administrative Concerns (2) [3] 
iii. Increased Perspective (2) [2] 
iv. Lack of Impact (6) [7] 
II. Experience at Host Site (11) [39] 
a. Trainings and Interactions with Host Site Supervisors and Coaches ( 8) [15] 
b. Experience in an Underserved Community (5) [9] 
i. Making a Difference withY outh (5) [7] 
ii. Exposure to New Contexts (1) [2] 
c. Consideration of Daily Challenges (8) [15] 
i. Difficulties Specific to Coaching in Underserved Corninunities (5) [8] 
ii. Coaching Specific Challenges (3) [7] 
III. Factors Facilitating a Mentoring Relationship (10) [44] 
a. Mentor Characteristics Facilitating the Relationship (10) [30] 
i. Positive Personality Traits (7) [1 0] 
ii. Specific Actions (7) [12] 
iii. Organic and Convenient Development of Relationship ( 4 j [8] 
b. Contextual Characteristics Facilitating the Relationship (8) [14] 
i. Division Between Mentor and Host Site Organization (2) [2] 
ii. Opportunity to Establish the Relationship In-Person (3) [3] 
iii. Relationship Developed Out of Specific Need (6) [9] 
IV. Factors Hindering a Mentoring Relationship (11) [60] 
a. Mentor Characteristics Hindering the Relationship ( 4) [8] 
i. Lack of/Limited Facilitation (2) [4] 
ii. Lack of Help Connecting Theory to Practice (2) [2] . 
iii. Mentor Unfamiliar with Host Site Organization (2) [2] 
b. Contextual Characteristics Hil).dering the Relationship (11) [43] 
i. Distance & Technology(ll) [19] 
ii. Sufficient Support From Host Site or Regional Staff (7) [15] 
c. Mentee Lack of Engagement and Outreach (5) [9] 
V. Suggestions for Future Support (5) [27] . · 
a. Streamline Technology and Points of Contact (3} [14] 
b. Provide Mid-year Booster Trainings (2} [2I 
c. Improve Use of Online Materials (3) [7] 
d. Increase Focus on Application of Ideas to Context .(3) [4] 
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Impact of Training Program 
All12 coaches who participated in the focus groups discussed the impact ofthe 
training program, to some degree, whether they" were discussing the impact of the NTI, 
monthly webinars or interactions with their mentor or peer-leader. A total of 87 instances 
were coded for this higher-order theme, which highlights the overall impact, including 
positive and negative implications that the training program had on coaches' experiences 
and development throughout their service term. 
While the majority of the instances for this code fit into a lower order theme 
and/or sub-theme, there were four instances in which coaches' statements did-not fit into 
lower order themes or sub-themes. Four coaches mentioned that their involvement as a 
CAA coach had a positive impact on their development, but did not elaborate on which 
aspect of the training program influenced this development. For example, when asked 
how serving with CAA shaped his development as a coach, one Year 2 coach from New 
York City said, 
For me, being an athlete in high school and college and before that, with 
little league baseball and soccer, it was always about winning and winning 
at all costs. And if you didn't win, it was a mess. And my dad was never 
like that, and whether you win, lose or draw, any day on the field is a good 
day. And I finally came around to that. 
This quote highlights one of the positive outcomes of the training program, which helped 
this coach embrace the idea that sport can be a positive experience, separate from 
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winning or losing. The following sections outline more specific ways in which coaches 
were impacted by the training program. 
Positive Impact of National Training Institute (NTI). Of the 12 coaches 
involved in the focus groups, 11 discussed the impact that attending the NTI had on their 
coaching experience and development, for a total of 42 instances. While most coaches 
provided specific aspects of the NTI that were either beneficial in their training or were 
not emphasized adequately, four instances from three coaches were coded with coaches 
stating that NTI was the most beneficial training they received from CAA, without 
elaborating on why. For example, when asked what aspects of the training were most 
helpful, a Year 2 coach from Denver simply replied~ "I would say [NTI] ... Out of 
anything I can think of this past year, ifthere was one training session so to speak, that 
was the one that goes back to me." These coaches, along with eight others, did further 
discuss the specific aspects of the NTI that were beneficial, including the opportunity to 
develop relationships and learn from others, gained content knowledge, and a positive 
influence on overall mindset. Coaches also discussed content areas that could use 
increased depth in future trainings. 
Development of Relationships/Learning from Others. Four coaches, on five 
instances, mentioned the benefit of being able to interact with other coaches at NTI, and 
develop relationships over the course of the three-day training. These coaches felt that 
being able to learn from peers was an essential component of their learning. One coach 
from Year 2 from Denver said, "I would say one of the big outcomes of [NTI] was the 
relationships were built and understanding the vast array of organizations that were doing 
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this, and how they do it differently, and staying in touch with them." This quote captures 
the sentiment shared by the four coaches who felt that interacting with peers from other 
organizations gave them an opportunity to feel part of a larger community and to gain an 
understanding of how other organizations approach SBYD. 
Gained Content Knowledge. The most commonly discussed impact of the NTI, 
addressed by ten coaches, in 19 separate instances, was the content knowledge that they 
gained. Coaches highlighted a variety of content knowledge that stayed with them the 
most, having a positive impact on their coaching once they returned to their host site. 
This included more broad aspects of youth development, such as interacting with youth 
who,have experienced trauma, building culture, understanding the youth perspective and 
youth development. For example, a Year 1 coach from Los Angeles said, 
The last workshop I feel was really enlightening because it focused on that 
we can forget that that kid really isn't there to give you a bad day. He's 
having a bad day and that's why he's acting like that ... I saw a couple 
coaches go, 'oh!' That's the first time ever hearing something like that. 
While a coach from Year 2 from Denver mentioned, 
I think the youth development pieces are more applicable for everyone, 
more than the coaching pieces, because you can apply youth development 
to your coaching. You can't apply as much of the coaching skills. It's like 
working from the bottom up. 
Alternatively, .some coaches felt that the more specific, concrete coaching skills were 
important lessons that they took back to their organization. One Year 2 coach from Los 
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Angeles highlighted the importance of having the opportunity to put concepts learned 
from various coaching stations into practice with youth in the Boston community. 
Another Year 2 coach from Denver highlighted her use of a vital coaching behavior, 
... play when it matters. So there was a little boy and he was the tiniest 
little guy and the ~pirit of the world, but absolutely no skill at all. And 
before the training, I probably would not have advised putting him as a 
goalie, because he was two foot nothing. But, play when it matters, 
because that was a big deal for him. 
These examples highlight the variety of content knowledge that coaches gained from 
attending the NTI, touching on holistic youth development principles, as well as more 
specific coaching skills and behaviors. 
Positive Influence on Overall Mindset. On five instances, four coaches discussed 
how attending the NTI had a positive influence on their mindset. Coaches highlighted 
that attending the training was re-invigorating, energizing and promoted more self-
reflection and more self-confidence. For example, a Year 1 coach from Los Angeles said, 
"I just feel liked I've been opened to a whole new world of coaching. It's definitely made 
me feel like I've stepped up my game a couple of notches." She later added, "I felt like 
after I came back from [NTI], I had my head more in coaching mode." Another Year 1 
coach from Los Angeles shared, 
I guess my biggest challenge from one year to the next would be 
confidence as a coach. These workshops often give me a huge boost in 
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confidence. I guess a huge boost in how I feel my ability transfers to the 
kids. 
The focus groups highlighted that in addition to providing coaches with knowledge and 
the opportunity to interact with others, attending NTI inspired positive changes in attitude . 
and mindset in regard to coaching. 
Recommended Areas for Increased Depth. Although the majority of the . · 
feedback from coaches regarding attendance at NTI was positive, six coaches on nine 
instances shared specific areas in which they would have liked more depth and 
information. Coaches mentioned tQ.at although the information on youth development 
was helpful, they wished it had gone even further. A Year 2 coach from Denver, who had 
highlighted that the youth development piece was most helpful for him, also stated, 
I think that could go farther across gender and cultural and age and 
learning a lot about the array of youth development. And that would easily 
translate to coaching and understanding what ages where kids' heads are 
at, and I think that would be cool to expand on. 
Other coaches agreed with this sentiment, mentioning their desire for even more 
emphasis on various components and considerations of youth development, including the 
impact of gender, age, and context. 
In addition, coaches mentioned that some aspects of the training were not 
applicable to their setting, because of the unique culture of youth in their communities. It 
is interesting to note, however, that one of the coaches who highlighted this concern, also 
mentioned that doing site visits with youth in the community as part ofNTI was the most 
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beneficial session for him. Lastly, multiple coaches highlighted the need for an increased 
emphasis on how the ideas presented directly apply to their settings. A Year 1 coach from 
Los Angeles stated, "This is all good information, but what do we do with it? How do we 
implement this at our site? How do we do use this?" The difficulty in transferring the 
information presented at NTI to their unique setting was a concern for multiple coaches. 
Limited Impact ofWebinars. This lower order theme represents all those 
statements regarding the usefulness of the webinars as a training tool. As webinars were 
not available in Year 1, this code highlights the feelings of six coaches, all from Year 2, 
on 17 instances. For those that discussed the impact of the webinars, there was a general 
consensus that while they did not have a negative impact on coaches, they were not 
considered overly useful or to have a positive, lasting impact on coaches' experience or 
development. While many statements provided specific reasons for why the webinars 
were not helpful, two coaches, on six instances, mentioned more broadly the limited 
impact of webinars, without providing more d~tails. For example, one coach from Denver 
stated, "I think there was some knowledge-based stuff from the webinars. But yeah. 
There wasn't anything that was memorable apparently." More specific reasons for why 
coaches did not fmd the webinars useful included a general lack of engagement, not 
finding the content applicable to their current coaching context, and difficulty with timing 
and scheduling. Each of these sub-themes are outlined further in the following sections. 
Lack of Engagement. The most common reason mentioned for the lack of impact 
. ~ . 
of the webinars, highlighted by five coaches on five instances, was ~an overall lack of 
engagement. Within this concept of lack of engagement, participants mentioned that the 
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webinar systeni itself was a distracting learning tool, the obligation to attend limited 
coaches' desire to invest in the content provided, and a lack of clarity in how to fully 
participate. In highlighting the desire for more choice, rather than being obligated to 
participate in the webinars, a coach from Denver said, 
I think it was the obligation, because no one in a job that is busy likes an 
obligation. Because no one like to put out an hour and half of a day when 
you really would not like to because you're not really invested in it. The 
more information that allows you to choose what you need, rather than an 
hour an a half ... I don't know. I would rather be provided with materials 
to read and then take what I will from it. 
Other coaches felt they could not fully engage with the experience or the content due to 
technical issues with the system, including audio problems and participants logging on 
and off throughout the sessions. Further, some coaches felt that they wanted to participate 
more, but were unclear as to how to jump in and what to share. These factors seemed to 
keep coaches from fully engaging with the concepts presented during the webinars. 
Content Not Directly Applicable to Coach Context. Although the webinars were 
largely drawn from coach-identified challenges, two coaches on two instances mentioned 
that they did not find the webinars helpful because the topics did not directly apply to 
their current needs. These coaches highlighted the difficulty in creating content that is 
useful and applicable to a wide variety of coaches, working in different sports and in 
different communities throughout the country. This difficulty was evident even when the 
general topic applied to all coaches, but the specifics varied depending on specific 
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context. For example, a coach from Denver stated, "So, I know we had the webinar right 
after Sandy Hook, and that's like, what do you do in these situations? I don't knot¥. 
That's really a massive bird's eye view, and at least, mine was more like, immediate 
violence then and there." While many coaches were hyper-aware of violence and creating 
safe spaces for their athletes followmg the shooting at Sandy Hook Elementary, each 
coach was considering and shaping the issue in his or her own way. 
Timing/Scheduling Concerns. Providing webinar sessions that were copvenient 
·{; 
for coaches with busy schedules, spread out across multiple time zones, was a major 
difficulty. Four coaches, on four instances, mentioned that scheduling concerns were the 
primary factor for their lack of participation and benefit from the webinars. Some coaches 
were unable to attend any webinars because it interfered with their coaching schedule, 
while others were limited in the number they could attend. One coach from Los Angeles 
shared that she found it extremely difficult to fit any of the webinars in her busy schedule, 
as she was working and going to school, in addition to coaching. 
Mixed Impact of Formal Mentoring/Peer-Leader Relationships. In discussing 
the impact of the mentoring and peer-leader structure, ten participants, on 24 instances, 
described varying levels ofbenefit from this aspect of the training program. Coaches 
highlighted various benefits from the mentoring and peer-leader relationships, including 
receiving support for specific challenges, help managing logistical and administrative 
concerns, and gaining increased perspective in regarding to their approach to coaching. A 
Year 1 coach from Los Angeles shared, "This program really helps you out. Whenever I 
[had a] question, the mentors from Boston were there to help." Others, however, felt that 
177 
they did not gain anything from this relationship. For example, when asked if they 
received support froin their peer-leader in navigating daily challenges, a Year 2 coach 
from Denver shared, "Not really, but I don't know how they would have." The specific 
factors that facilitate ~r hinder a successful mentoring relationship are discussed· further 
later in this chapter, as those emerged as higher order themes. 
Support for Specific Challenges. For those coaches.that did benefit from the 
mentoring relationship, five participants on 11 instances mentioned that they used their 
mentor for support for specific challenges that they were facing. Four of these five 
coaches were from Year 1, indicating that the mentoring structure in Year 1 may have 
been more conducive to providing support for daily obstacles than the structure in Year 2. 
Responding to questions regarding h~w they utilized their mentors, some coaches 
provided general statements, such as "For a particular situation, how do I go about this? 
That type of thing. More of mentors, help me figure this out." Others described specific 
challenges they brought to their mentor, such as a developing strategies for engaging girls 
on co-ed teams, motivating players who are overweight and reluctant to participate, 
coaching youth with a variety of skill levels and navigating difficult relationships and 
interactions with other coaches. For example, a Year 1 coach from Los Angeles shared, 
One of my problems was there ' s a big gap. I'm a soccer coach and I coach 
this team that has a big gap between the 3 rd grade talent and the 5th grade 
talent. I went to her with that problem .. . she taught me to coach to the 
middle. 
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Managing Logistical and Administrative Concerns. In Year 2, two coaches on 
three instances highlighted that they utilized their second year coach peer-leader for help 
with administrative tasks. Thes~ two coaches did not go to their peer-leader with 
coaching challenges or for help navigating community-specific concerns. Rather, they 
only reached out to their peer-leader for help with figuring out tax concerns or using the 
online hours log to keep track of their service commitment requirements. No coaches 
from Year 1 mentioned utilizing their mentor in this way, which may be indicative of the 
fact that mentors in Year 1 had not served as CAA coaches in the past, while the peer-
, 
leaders in Year 2 were in their second or third service term as a CAA coach. 
Increased Perspective. In describing the primary benefit of their relationship with 
their mentor, two coaches on two instances, from Year 1, mentioned that their 
conversations with their mentor provided them with a different perspective. This led them 
· to a broader view of coaching and a new way to consider their decision-making. For 
example, one of these coaches, from Los Angeles, in describing the impact of his mentor 
and his relationship with a regional staff member, stated 
With [1] and [2], usually what I getmost from them is factors and outside 
things that I don't think about that will affect my kids ... And this could 
affect your kids, so how would you address that? So now, I have to go 
think about how this could affect my kids and come up with some 
solutions just in case it might happen. 
This quote highlights how this coach's mentor pushed him to consider factors that he 
would not otherwise have considered, and how these may impact the youth that he was 
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working with. Further, his mentor did not just provide him with a solution, ~lit pushed 
him to develop his own solutions to various challenges. 
Lack of Impact. Although some coaches benefitted from their relationships with 
their mentor or peer-leader, six coaches on seven instances, mentioned that they did not 
really have a relationship with their assigned mentor or peer-leader. It is of note that all of 
the coaches who voiced their feeling that the mentoring program was not impactful were 
from Year 2. These coaches had minimal interactions with their peer-leader, and while 
they did not have negative comments about the peer-leader, they did not fee~ that they 
ever developed a connection with this person. Therefore, they felt that this aspect of the 
training program did not have an influence on their development as a coach or their 
experience as a CAA coach throughout their service term. The specific reasons that 
coaches' provided for why these relationships did not flourish are highlighted in a later 
section. 
Experience at Host Site 
While the focus groups were centered on understanding coaches' perceptions of 
the overall training program and what factors lead to successful mentoring relationships, 
the large impact of coaches' host sites on their experience and development naturally 
emerged. Ofthe 12 coaches who participated in focus groups, 11 described various 
aspects of their work at their host site over the course of their service term, on 39 
instances, which had a lasting influence on their coaching experience. Coaches 
highlighted the positive impact of interactions with supervisors and coaches at their host 
site, which sometimes included site-sponsored trainings, the impact of working in an 
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underserved community, and considerations of co~unity and coaching specific 
challenges they faced on a daily basis. 
Trainings and Interactions with Host Site Supervisors and Coaches. Many of 
the coaches discussed the role that their supervisors and/or other coaches from their host 
site, as well as site-sponsored trainings, had on their growth throughout the service term. 
A total of eight coaches on 15 instances mentioned the positive impact of host-site 
support. For some coaches, the primary benefit from their host site was the relationships 
with other coaches. One coach from Year 2 from New York City mentioned, 
In the office we are all so close together and if you have a problem, talk 
about it. And everyone throws in all their experience and how they 
handled it. We're learning from each other and we're just right there and 
it's really easy to talk about your problems. 
The community between coaches at a given host site provided a natural peer-support, 
embedded in the culture of the site. Other coaches mentioned the support provided by 
their direct supervisors, in helping them navigate new situations and daily challenges. 
Lastly, some coaches also mentioned that their host site provided occasional 
trainings, addressing a variety of topics. For example, SOS Outreach, a program using 
adventure sports to impact youth development (SOS Outreach, 2014), provides trainings 
to their coaches focused on intentionality and positive role modeling. On the other hand, 
Play Rugby USA, a program utilizing rugby to develop youth leadership skills (Play 
Rugby USA, 2014), runs trainings to help coaches better understand rugby skills and how 
to transfer these sport-specific skills to youth. 
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Experience in an Underserved Community. In addition to intentional 
programming provided by their host site and interactions with other host site personnel, 
coaches described the natural impact that working in an underserved community had on 
their experience: A total of five coaches on nine instances discussed their feelings of 
making a difference in youth's lives by working as a coach, as well as the influence of 
being exposed to a new context. 
Making a Difference with Youth. A total of five coaches on seven instances 
mentioned that they felt they were making a positive difference in the lives of the youth 
they were coaching. They discussed this as a natural outcome of the work they are doing. 
For example, a Year 2 coach from Los Angeles said, 
Working with kids does something to you. Money is not great, but you 
kind of put that aside, but you're in it. And once you see where they are 
coining from, you become part of the community, and you want to be 
more involved in their lives and help them out. 
Another Year 2 coach from Denver shared a similar sentiment, saying 
I think it is a sector that you have the most potential for impact, I feel. It is 
one of the positions I've had where you have the most opportunity for 
change and empowerment of people. So that's, I don't know. I like to feel 
like I'm doing something effective. 
These quotations highlight that a component of coaches' development and feelings of 
effectiveness may naturally develop from their interactions with the youth they are 
coaching. 
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Exposure to New Contexts. One Year 2 coach from Denver, on two instances,. 
shared that being exposed to a different context and demographic than the one she used to 
work in influenced her growth as a coach. In describing her experience at her host site 
she shared, 
It's definitely exposed me to a different demographic that I was used to 
working with than before where I lived. So, just dealing with the different 
kinds of issues that come up with .the kids, so it was definitely a learning-
experience and it changed my perspective. 
For thiscoach, who had not been exposed to working in an underserved cohm:iunity 
previously, her experience working in this context broadened her perspective .. 
Consideration of Daily Challenges. In addition to the benefits and lesspns 
\ 
learned from coaching in an underserved community, eight coaches on 15 instances· 
highlighted the various challenges that they faced daily at their site. Participants · 
discussed challenges that were specific to working in an underserved community, as well 
as those that are more general coaching challenges. 
Difficulties Specific to Coaching in Underserved Communities. Various 
challenges specific to working in an underserved community were raised by five coaches 
on eight instances. These coaches discussed various concerns that affected their daily 
work, including the need to understand the trauma ·many of the youth in their community 
experienced, communication difficulties, lack of resources, and violence that youth 
experience at !lome or in the community. In regard to communication, a Year 2 coach 
from Denver shared, "I think my biggest challenge was the communication piece with 
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participants ... So it was quickly understanding that not all these kids had cell phones or 
computers or e-mail. And a lot of them spoke Spanish." Another Year 2 coach from 
Denver highlighted the prevalence of violence in the lives of the youth she; coaches, 
Not so much with our kids specifically, but that it's an active role in their 
life. But sometimes you don't know so much until they stand up and write 
poetry about them being held up at gun point at the convenience store, or . 
being in a gang fight on the comer around from the school. 
A Year 2 coach from Los Angeles discussed the impact that these types of experiences 
often have on the youth he coaches, sharing "I had kids who are 8 to 9 years old in age, 
but that are 13 mentally in what they have experienced." These community specific 
concerns were prevalent for many coaches on a daily basis. 
Coaching Specific Challenges. In addition to community specific challenges, 
three coaches on seven instances also addressed daily challenges that were more 
generalized to coaching, regardless of working in an underserved community. These 
coaches discussed the difficulty in managing multiple roles, working with youth with 
special needs, maintaining youth's attention, trying not to play favorites, and adjusting to 
different group sizes and different community sites. For example, a Year 1 coach from 
Los Angeles shared the difficulty in managing btultiple roles, stating, "I'm also a TA at 
the school I work at during the day and I feel like my role is different after school than it 
is during the day, and sometimes I can walk in and out of that, but they don't." A Year 2 
coach from New York City highlighted the difficulty in serving multiple sites, sharing 
"When sites first start, you have no idea what to expect. And some of them are· absolute 
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blessings and others are absolute chaos." 
Factors Facilitating a Mentoring Relationship 
In addition to understanding the impact of the mentoring and peer~leader 
component of the training program, the focus groups were meant to help understand the 
factors that aided in developing a successful mentoring relationship in the coaching 
context. As coaches had a mixed experience with their CAA mentor or peer-leader, 
coaches who identified other primary support people, such as supervisors or CAA 
regional staff members, were invited to discuss what about those relationships helped 
make them succeed. Therefore, this section encompasses successful mentoring 
relationships in the coaching context, including those with CAA mentors and with non-
CAA identified mentors. A total of ten coaches on 44 instances discussed both mentor 
characteristics and characteristics of the context that help facilitate the mentoring 
relationship. 
Mentor Characteristics Facilitating the Relationship. Participants discussed a 
variety of mentor specific characteristics that aided in the development of a successful 
mentoring .relationship. A total of ten coaches on 30 instances highlighted that positive 
personality traits, specific actions and the natural development of a relationship had a 
positive influence on the mentor-mentee relationship. 
Positive Personality Traits. A total of seven coaches on ten instances mentioned 
specific positive personality traits of mentors that they felt contributed to a successful 
relationship. Participants shared that the mentors they were most connected to were 
knowledgeable, friendly, easy to talk to, understanding, positive and engaged. A Year 1 
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coach from Los Angeles shared that he connected with his CAA mentor because, "I've 
had a couple of challenges with the kids I've been coaching. I know she is going to 
school specifically for that, so she's the main person I've gone to." One the other hand, a 
Year 2 coach from Los Angeles, who utilized a CAA regional staffniember as a mentor, 
shared, 
He is just really easy to talk to. He understands where we are coming ,from. 
He knows that it is a stressful job and is the first one to say, 'I get it.' 
When you tell him there is a problem, he will be there for you and have a 
minute or two to talk ... He is extremely frien:dly and easy to talk to. 
Overall, coaches described their go-to mentors as having personality traits that were open 
and caring, which made coaches feel comfortable reaching out. 
SpecijicActions. In addition to specific personality traits, coaches shared specific 
actions that their go-to mentors engaged in, which helped facilitate the relationship. A 
total of seven coaches on 12 instances discussed the variety of mentor behaviors that they 
found useful, including responding promptly to e-mails and phone calls, sending along 
resources via e-mail, asking questions that aided in coaches' reflection, and actively 
listening. 
Feeling that their mentor was always available and responsive was a common 
theme among participants, as a foundation for other mentor behaviors. A few coaches 
appreciated when their mentor sent resources via e-mail, particularly when these 
resources were then used to facilitate discussions about their own coaching. For example, 
Year 1 coaches from Los Angeles shared that their mentor sent an article about Ron 
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Artest, which sparked conversations about dealing with behavior outbursts with youth. 
Additionally, a Year 2 coach from Los Angeles highlighted the importance o(not just 
being responsive, but also of mentors actively listening, sharing 
I'm really big on people actively listening, and [2] embodies that totally. 
And he will sit there and be like, 'So, tell me.' And usually when people 
do that, I'll be like, 'eh, you know ... blah blah blah.' And [2] was like, 'No, 
. { 
really tell me.' Arid that already won me over, so I was really able to talk . 
to him and he really listens and gets it. 
These outward mentor actions and behaviors were an integral component for these 
coaches in developing the mentor-mentee relationship. These specific actions facilitated 
conversations, critical thinking, and fostered a feeling of being cared for in the mentees. 
Organic and Convenient Development of Relationship. While particular 
personality traits and behaviors on the part of mentors facilitated successful relationships 
for some, others highlighted that often, mentoring relationships developed more 
organically, based on both convenience and who the coach connected with. A total of 
four coaches on eight instances shared that they felt mentor-mentee relationships 
emerged more naturally and informally, often with supervisors or others with whom they 
had the opportunity to interact regularly. This idea of naturally developing mentoring 
relationships, rather than formal, structured mentoring relationships, emerged specifically 
from coaches who did not connect with or utilize their CAA mentor or peer-leader. A 
Year 2 coach from Los Angeles summed up this idea succinctly, saying, "I think maybe 
it's just who you connect with, to be honest." Others highlighted that they utilized their 
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supervisor as a mentor, because he or she was readily available and knowledgeable about 
the program; 
Contextual Characteristics Facilitating the Relationship. In addition to mentor 
characteristics, eight coaches on 14 instances discussed characteristics of the context that 
aided in the development of the mentoring relationship. Three distinct factors emerged 
from the data, including the division between the mentor and the coach's host site 
organization, having an opportunity to establish the mentoring relationship in-person, and 
needing support for a specific challenge. 
Division Between Mentor and Host Site Organization. For two coaches on two 
instances, having a mentor who was removed from their host site organization was a 
critical factor in the success of the mentoring relationship. Both of those coaches who felt 
that having a mentor outside of their host site were Year 1 coaches from Los Angeles, 
though both served with different organizations. The benefit of having a mentor from 
outside one's organization was summed up by one coach who said, "For me, yeah, [1] is 
cool to go to because she's outside my organization and she's from the east coast. 
.,. 
Different vibe. You're really getting a different perspective." These two coaches 
appreciated the objectivity and different point of view that a mentor outside their 
organizations could provide. 
Opportunity to Establish the Relationship In-Person. A total of three coaches on 
three instances shared the importance of establishing a relationship with their mentor in-
person. For one coach, this happened at NTI with his CAA mentor. He described having 
the opportunity to be paired with his mentor for a few activities, which helped establish a 
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connection to fall back on once he returned to the Los Angeles. For the other two coaches, 
however, this occurred with a CAA regional staff member whom them felt fell into a 
mentor role for them after a couple of in-person interactions. Although they met this staff 
member at NTI, having the opportunity to meet with him in-person after returning to their 
community laid the foundation for a growing mentoring relationship. 
Relationship Developed Out of Specific Need. For many of those coaches who 
clearly identified mentors, either their CAA mentor or someone other than the mentor 
assigned to them at CAA, their relationship grew out of the need for support around a 
specific challenge. A total of six coaches on 9 instances discussed connecting with their 
mentor because they were struggling with a particular challenge at their site, such as 
having difficulty motivating kids or fmding way to actively engage female participants. 
One Year 2 coach from Los Angeles shared, in detail, his struggle navigating difficult 
relationships with other coaches and his supervisor at his host site. This challenge 
prompted him to reach out to a CAA regional staff member for support, who he then 
viewed as a mentor throughout the remainder of his service term. As part of his story, he 
shared, 
... Within that company I have head lead coaches, I guess you can say, and 
they can get beside themselves sometimes. And I told [2], you know what, 
this is happening and this is happening, and I don't stand for it at all. But, I 
just try not to communicate at all, and it was crazy because it was me and 
another person who worked for CAA, and then others who worked at a 
different program. But it was so hostile at work. And it was like, this is not 
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what I signed up for but I stayed focused with the kids. But I think [2] was 
very helpful. 
Another coach shared how that she reached out to her mentor because she was struggling 
to motivate a kid who was overweight. She mentioned, 
With me, when I e-mailed her once since I have one kid and he just. .. he 
is overweight, and I can't motivate him. I was trying to motivate him and 
I'm asking her from a different view. How can I help to motivate him? ... 
So I'm just asking her view and it was good. 
Both of these coaches chose to reach out to their mentors because they were facing 
particular obstacles in their coaching role. 
Factors Hindering a Mentoring Relationship 
In addition to highlighting those factors that aid in the successful development of 
a mentoring relationship, multiple factors that hinder this relationship also emerged. A 
total of 11 coaches on 60 instances shared their thoughts about factors that prevented or 
limited the development of a useful mentoring relationship in the coaching context. Just 
as mentor characteristics and contextual characteristics can facilitate the development of 
the mentoring relationship, coaches also identified those mentor and contextual 
characteristics that hinder the mentor-mentee relationship. It is interesting to note, 
however, that the majority of the instances of coaches sharing facilitative factors referred 
to mentor characteristics, while the majority of hindering factors were related to 
contextual characteristics. Additionally, coaches shared that a lack of mentee engagement 
was an important factor in preventing the development of the mentor-mentee relationship. 
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·.Mentor Characteristics Hindering the Relationship. A total of four coaches on 
eight instances shared mentor characteristics that hinder the development of the 
mentoring relationship. Interestingly, none of these factors were related to mentor 
personality, but rather highlighted mentor actions or factors outside of the mentor's 
' 
control. Mentor characteristics that hinder the mentoring relationship include a lack of or 
limited facilitation, lack of help connecting theory to practice, and the mentor being 
unfamiliar with the coach's host site organization. 
Lack of/Limited Facilitation. Two coaches on four instances shared that the 
mentori~g relationship is stifled when the mentor does not actively facilitate discussion, 
particularly if the coach does not have a particular challenge. Both of these coaches were 
Year 2 coaches, and did not feel comfortable or the need to reach out to the peer-leader 
without having a specific reason for doing so. One coach from Denver suggested, 
I think maybe you could have a check-in once a month and have them 
send out things to mentees, like what has been your biggest challenge? 
And, what has been your biggest success? So, like once a month, you can 
. . 
share information once a month. Then maybe you would feel more 
connected to them, I don't know. Because, then, it's like, well, I don't 
have any questions for you, so I don't feel the need to contact you. Unless 
you get them to reach out more. 
Mentors who did not provide enough facilitat~d conversation put more of the onus on the 
mentee, rather than taking the initiative to foster self-reflection and conversation. 
191 
· Lack of Help Connecting Theory to Practice. Two coaches on two occasions 
mentioned that they felt their mentors could have spent more time helping them think 
about how to apply theory to practice. Although they did not provide specific examples, 
these coaches felt that their relationship with their mentor would have .been stronger had 
their mentor helped them consider how to take concepts provided at NTI and apply them 
to their specific context. After leaving NTI, these coaches felt unsure of how the concepts 
fit into their unique situation, and felt that successful mentors would help them transfer 
that knowledge. 
Mentor Unfamiliar with Host Site Organization. While two coaches from Year 1 
appreciated that their mentor was not connected with their organization, two coaches 
from Year 2, on two instances, shared that they felt having a peer ..,leader outside of their 
organization actually hindered the relationship. One coach from Denver did not use her 
peer-leader to navigate challenges because they had to be resolved quickly and in the 
moment. Another coach from Denver shared, "Yeah, I think it would be helpful to have a 
mentor who actually knows your program. Would definitely be more helpful and useful." 
These coaches felt that their peer-leader would have been limited in how he could help 
their development without truly understanding their host site organization. 
Contextual Characteristics Hindering the Relationship. Even for those 
coaches who utilized their mentors regularly, there were many contextual characteristics 
that coaches' identified as holding back the development of the relationship. A total of 11 
coaches on 43 instances described contextual characteristics that limited the mentor-
mentee relationship, including the difficulty of distanGe· and technology, and having 
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sufficient support from either their host site or a regional CAA staff member. 
Distance and Technology. For many coaches, developing and maintaining a 
mentoring relationship in a distance model proved challenging. A total of 11 coaches on 
19 instances shared that using a distance model limited the depth of relatiohships because 
they lacked face-to-face interactions and because mentors could not observe the coaches 
as they worked with youth at their site. One Year 2 coach from Los Angeles shared, 
I'm so big on the in-person stuff ... Because when it's in person, you can 
feel people. You know, I try not to have serious conversations over text or 
over the phone, and that's just how I am. But there's so much more to it 
when it's in-person. 
This sentiment was shared by other coaches, who felt that the lack of in-person 
time with their CAA mentor or peer-leader limited the depth of conversations and 
the coaches' willingness to fully explore the challenges they were facing. 
Even those coaches who had strong relationships with their CAA mentor 
felt that the mentor-mentee relationship would have been even stronger if they 
could interact in-person. A Year 1 coach from Los Angeles shared, "I'm not 
saying that [1] is a bad mentor. I think she's great. I think that it would be a lot 
more effective if there was a mentor would could talk to face-to-face." 
Additionally, while there were mixed views on the use of technology, including e-
mail and Skype™, the majority of coaches felt that it was inconvenient or 
awkward to use technology to compensate for the lack of in-person interactions. 
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Sufficient Support From Host Site or Regional Staff. A total of seven coaches 
on 15 instances highlighted that they did not develop strong, impactful relationships with 
their CAA mentor or peer-leader because they received so much support from their host 
site or from regional CAA staff members. This was particularly true for Year 2 coaches, 
who consistently discussed supervisors, other coaches at their site, and site-sponsored 
trainings as most influential in their development over their service year. For example, a 
Year 2 coach from New York City explicitly mentioned training sessions lead by the 
director of his host site as being most impactful in his development, stating 
The workshops that we have had have been the most helpful ... I think just 
because how the workshop works, he'll treat us like we're the kids ... we'll 
just play games and it just progresses, and we'll add new rules arid stuff 
like that. And it kind of, you just get the kids' perspective and it kind of 
evolves without you even noticing the evolution of the game. 
Those coaches who felt that they had sufficient support at their host site were less likely 
to interact with their CAA mentor or peer-leader on a regular basis. 
Mentee Lack of Engagement and Outreach. Five coaches, from both years, on 
nine instances admitted that they did not engage with or reach out to their CAA mentor or 
peer-leader enough. While most coaches acknowledged the usefulness of having a 
mentoring program in the broad sense, these coaches also realized that they did not 
necessarily take advantage of having this added resource. One Year 1 coach from Los 
Angeles shared, 
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I feel like I don' t use her to the best of my abilities or the knowledge she 
has. I feel like I should be going to her more asking her little questions 
i 
here and there, because she does respond faster than most people. I feel 
like I should be using her more as a mentor. 
Other coaches shared this viewpoint, suggesting that the mentoring relationship, in part, 
did not develop because of a lack of initiative and/or responsiveness on the mentee's part. 
Multiple Year 2 coaches shared that although they regularly received e-mails from their 
peer-leader, they rarely responded. This suggests that in order for the mentor-mentee 
relationship to be successful, both members of the dy'ad need to be engaged in its 
development. 
Suggestions for Future Support 
In general, coaches felt as though they were supported by both CAA and their 
host site throughout their service term. However, five coaches on 27 instances, shared 
suggestions for how the CAA training program could be improved in the future to 
provided added or more effective support to CAA coaches. These coaches discussed the 
need to streamline the use of technology and the number of points of contact, the desire 
for mid-year boosted trainings, ways in which to improve the use of online materials, and 
the need for an increased focus on the application of ideas presented at trainings to 
coaches' individual contexts. 
Streapdine Technology and Points of Contact. For three coaches, all from Year 
2, a major limitation of the resources and training provided stemmed from the need to 
streamline the use of technology and points of contact. On 14 instances, these coaches 
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mentioned that aspects of the training, including the use ofwebinars and peer-leader 
trainers, were limited in effectiveness due to this concern. These coaches felt that the use 
of technology was too confusing, having to navigate different online platforms to track 
their service hours, to att~nd live webinars, to watched taped webinars, and to 
communicate with their peer-leaders. Furthermore, they felt part of the reason they 
disengaged from their peer-leader was due to having too many points of contact. One 
coach from Denver suggested, 
I definitely think less points of contact. I don't necessarily think there 
were that many, but if there was orte person who was .saying, 'I'm running 
a webinar here' or 'I'm checking in with you monthly,' then yeah. You're 
increasing your chance of points of contact with that person. 
This suggestion highlights that while, theoretically, the CAA training program is 
providing a mix of useful resources to coaches, they may not be fully benefitting from 
these resources. Having one main point of contact, acting as a mentor and leading 
webinars, and having all online resources in one place, mayincrease coaches' 
engagement with these training tools. 
Provide Mid-year Booster Trainiqgs. Many coaches highlighted the usefulness 
of the NTI at the beginning of the serviCe te:rm. Two coaches on two instances suggested 
the incorporation of a mid-year booster training, as an added training opportunity 
following NTI. These coaches felt· that a mid-year, in-person training would allow for a 
more in depth discussion and refresher on the ideas presented at NTI. For example, a 
Year 2 coach from Denver shared, "maybe a half-way year and this is what we learned, 
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and this is what we need more of, and this is what you said. But, we didn't understand it, 
so now what do you mean by that after we go into the real world." Furthermore, they 
suggested that they may be able to better engage with the content after having more 
experience coaching, and therefore, having a better understanding of theif current 
coaching needs and challenges. 
Improve Use of Online Materials. Beyond streamlining the use of technology, 
three coaches on seven instances requested and increased and improved use of online 
materials. They felt that providing coaches with a variety of articles, strategies, and 
resources to choose from, in an online format, would be more effective thar:t requiring 
coaches to attend webinars. One Year 2 coach from Denver mentioned, 
I don't feel like the webinars did that effectively at all, but providing us 
with the information, people are going to take advantage of that. And even 
if they don't feel obligated, they'll go in and even if it is opportunities for 
training or just being provided the material. 
These three coaches were mixed in how they envisioned the improved use of online 
materials, but agreed that there currently are not enough. One coach suggested that ·~AA 
provide an extensive amount of online reading, including executive suinmaries, acti:vities, 
academic articles and other resources, so that coaches would have the opportunity to seek 
out the information that best suited their needs. Another coach, on the other hand, felt that 
she would be overwhelmed by that approach, and would prefer if CAA provided two to 
three articles at a time for coaches to look through. 
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Increase Focus on Application of Ideas to Context. The fmal suggestion 
provided by the coaches in order to improve future support, was to increase the focus on 
the diiect application of ideas to the coaching context. A total of three coaches on four 
instances shared that they felt some of the concepts presented at NTI and in webinars 
were too general, or that not enough time was spent exploring what the concepts would 
look like in real life. They all felt that NTI began to make these links~ but that even more 
time needed to be devoted to this transfer of knowledge. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
DISCUSSION 
This chapter will provide a summary of the data and general conclusions in the 
context of the four research questions. The summary and conclusions will consider all 
analyses that apply to each question, in conjunction, including both quantitative and 
qualitative results, when applicable. Then, more general implications and overall 
takeaways for coach training will be considered. Finally, limitations and suggestions for 
future research will be addressed. 
Summary and Conclusions 
This section. considers each research question, highlighting aspects of the data that 
provide insight and understanding for each question. Relevant results from the 
quantitative and qualitative· analyses are addressed together in order to provide a more 
robust perspective on each of the research questions. The data from this study will be 
considered within the context of, and in comparison to, previous literature. 
Changes in Coaching Efficacy Throughout CAA Service Term 
The first question this study sought to answer was: "As an athletic coach for CAA, 
how do coaches' sense of coaching efficacy change throughout the course of their service 
term?" Previous literature has not addressed the long-term development of coaching 
efficacy. Instead, it has focused on a single snapshot of coaches' perceptions of coaching 
efficacy, either at a given point in time (Feltz et al., 1999; Feltz et al., 2009) or before 
and after a training program, without a long-term follow-up component (Malete & Feltz, 
2000). Literature on teacher efficacy- a similar construct- also has not addressed long-
199 
term trends for teachers over the course of the academic year, partially due to the 
difficulty in validly and reliably measuring the construct (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 
2001 ). Due to the limited literature on both coaching efficacy and teacher efficacy, it is 
unknown if coaches tend to have natural increases in their perceptions of coaching 
efficacy throughout the course of a year, if there is a natural dip in feelings of efficacy at 
any point durmg the year, or if perceived efficacy remains relatively stable. 
Furth~rmore, research on coach training also tends to focus on short-term, rather 
than long-term, gains (e.g. Cushion et al. , 2003; Fladio et al., 2012; Lyle, 2007). While 
some researchers suggest that it is difficult to determine long-term benefits of coach 
training because of a lack of depth in the literature and potential third variable effects 
(Falcao et al., 2010; Lyle, 2007), Cushion and colleagues (2003) suggest that formal 
coach training does not have long-term efficacy because it tends not to link theory and 
practice. The work of Smith, Smoll and 'colleagues ( 1979, 1993, 1997, 2007) examines 
the effects of formal coach training over a somewhat longer time frame of 1 0 weeks, but 
still does not address season-long or year-long impact of coach training. 
Given the limitations of previous literature, this study sought to determine if CAA 
coaches' perceptions of coaching efficacy, as operationalized by Feltz and colleagues 
(1999)- including motivation efficacy, game strategy efficacy, technique efficacy, 
character building efficacy and total coaching efficacy - changed throughout their service 
term. Given the unique experience ·of CAA coaches, who received ongoing formal 
training and access to mentoring throughout their service term, it is important to examine 
their perceptions of coaching efficacy within the context of coach training and mentoring. 
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The impact of the training provided for CAA coaches will be addressed in following 
sections. First, it is helpful to examine the broad trends of coaches' perceptions of 
coaching efficacy, considering data from the rANOVA and the four focus groups. 
The rANOVAs revealed several significant differences in coaches' efficacy 
scores over the course of their service term. The majority of these significant changes 
were increases in perceptions of efficacy throughout the course of the year. Specifically, 
coaches who completed all three CES-II measures had significant increases in motivation 
efficacy scores from baseline to end-line (p = .002), and approaching significance from 
midline to end-line (p = .054); game strategy efficacy scores from baseline to end~line (p 
:::; .001); character building efficacy scores, for Year 2, from baseline to midline (p 
= .003) and baseline to end-line (p:::; .001); and total coaching efficacy scores from . 
baseline to end-line (p = .035). Although the majority of statistically significant results 
revealed increases in perceptions of coaching efficacy, there were some significant 
decreases in efficacy scores. Year 1 coaches had significant decreases in character 
building efficacy scores from baseline to mid-line (p = .02), and the combined sample of 
coaches had decreases approaching significance on technique efficacy from baseline to 
mid-line (p = .054). 
· Overall, coaches seemed to experience a general increase in perceived efficacy 
over the course of their service term, with the exception of technique efficacy, and 
character building efficacy for Year 1 coaches. It is of note that Year 1 coaches had 
significantly higher character building efficacy scores at baseline, which may account for 
their decreases in these scores. While these trends. se{!m t? suggest that coaches do 
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experience changes in their perceptions of coaching efficacy over the course of their 
service term, the results must be taken with caution given the relatively low sample size, 
particularly in relation to the number of coaches that completed at least one CES-11 
measure. 
However, taken in conjunction with the qualitative data, confidence in these 
trends, particularly the positive gains in dimensions of coaching efficacy, is improved. 
Coaches highlighted their increased confidence over the year, which for some was 
attributed to the support provided by CAA, while for others, this appeared to be a more · 
natural growth in self-belief. In particular, the focus groups underscore the nuances 
revealed in the rANOVAs. Very few coaches discussed making gains in teaching the 
technique of sport, asitle from the two coaches who worked for Play Rugby USA in New 
' ~. 
York City. This may be indicative ofthe emphasis ofthe host site organizations and CAA 
. 
in using sport as a vehicle for holistic youth dev~lopment, rather than placing a primary 
emphasis on sport skill development. As many of these coaches were novices with 
minimal experience, it is possible that they had an inflated sense of their ability to teach 
sport technique at baseline. It is not entirely unexpected that these coaches had decreased 
perceptions of technique efficacy from baseline to midline, as they may have realized the 
difficulty in teaching sport technique as a new coach once they got further into their 
service year. Furthermore, due to the SBYD focus ofhost site organizations, there may 
have been less emphasis on supporting coaches on this aspect of their coaching. 
On the other hand, multiple coaches discussed utilizing their CM mentors or 
others at their host site to figure out strategies for motivating youth in their program, 
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whether it involved engaging more girls or working to involve overweight youth who 
were not initially drawn to sport participation. Additionally, many of the coaches 
discussed feeling like they were making a difference in the lives of the youth they were 
serving, acting as role models who could empower youth to transfer sport skills to other 
aspects of their lives. The emphasis the coaches ill the focus groups placed ori these 
aspects of coaching aligns with the increases seen in motivation efficacy and character 
building efficacy scores in particular. 
The coaches also brought to light the complexity of working in underserved 
communities, especially as a developing coach. A variety of challenges these coaches 
discussed, including violence, limited resources, lack of parental involvement and others, 
align with barriers outlined in previous literature (e.g. Darling-Hammond, 2006; Hellison 
& Martinek, 1998; Walsh, 2008). Working within the context of these unique chailenges, 
coaches seemed to understand the need to address holistic development, often in the form 
of teaching life skills and developing caring relationships as a foundation for their work. 
This aspect of coaching efficacy is not included in Feltz and colleagues' (1999, 2009) 
operationalization or'coaching efficacy, but it did emerge as a common thread in the 
focus groups. Context-specific challenges may be an important consideration, particularly 
for coaches working in underserved communities, in future studies of coaching efficacy . . 
With the emphasis on both motivation and character buiiding, alml.g with some 
discussion of developing more general coaching techniques, it can qe suggested that 
coaches serving with CAA did experience changes in their perceptions of coaching 
efficacy throughout their service term. In particular, coaches felt better able to impact the 
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character development and motivation of the youth they were serving, as well as 
implement game strategy, at the end of their service term. It is interesting to note that 
mean baseline scores for all coaching efficacy dimensions were relatively high, 
approaching or surpassing a mean of 4 on a 5-point Likert scale. However, despite these 
high mean baseline scores and the variety of obstacles of coaching in underserved 
communities, coaches still experienced overall gains in perceptions of coaching efficacy. 
Whether these changes are typical of youth coaches in general or are unique to coaches 
serving with CAA cannot be clearly determined, as no literature has looked at long-term 
trends in coaching efficacy scores (Feltz et al., 1999; Feltz et al., 2009; Malete & Feltz, 
2000). 
Impact of Mento ring/Peer Support on Perceived Coaching Efficacy 
The second question this study sought to answer was: "Are coaches' overall 
experiences and feelings of professional efficacy impacted by increased mentor or peer 
support? If so, how (from their perspective)?" This question was addressed primarily 
through the collection of qualitative data, as there was no quantitative data that could be 
used to determine the role that mentoring specifically played in coaches' experiences and 
development. In considering the information gathered from those coaches who 
participated in the focus groups, it is important to note that these coaches may or may not 
be representative of all those who were provided access to a mentor or peer-leader. The 
five coaches who participated on the Year 1 focus group represented approximately 6% 
of those coaches involved.in the training program that year, while the seven coaches from 
Year 2 represented approximately 4% of the coaches involved in the training program 
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that y~ar. These coaches may have differed from the overall sample in a variety of ways. 
For example, those coaches who participated in the Year 1 focus group were serving their 
second service term. Given that they had chosen to stay for a seconq year, they may have 
. J 
had a more positive outlook regarding the CAA program. Additionally, all coaches who 
chose to participate iii the focus groups gave up personal time in order to participate. 
Therefore, they may have had stronger opinions, both positive and negative, toward the 
training program than those coaches who did not agree to participate. However, the · 
insights gained from those coaches who did participate in focus groups are important and 
contribute to a further understanding of the potential usefulness and challenges of 
mentoring in the coaching context. 
Previous literature has suggested that mentoring should be incorporated in~o. 
coach training as an additional component paired with more formal training appro~hes 
(Cushion et al., 2003; Lyle, 2007; Nelson & Cushion, 2006; The National Coaching 
Foundation and Sport North Ireland, 2012). This research, however, does not provide 
adequate evidence for the benefits of or best means for implementing distance mentoring 
programs utilizing virtual and electronic .support with coaches, particularly for coaches 
working in underserved communities. For CAA coaches, the mentoring and peer-
leadership component of the training progr~ had a mixed impact on coaches' 
experience and their perceptions of coaching efficacy. 
For those coaches that did use their CAA mentor or peer-leader, they discussed 
seeking support for coaching specific challenges, rather than personal or social support, 
which aligns with Chao's (1997) conceptualization of vocational mentoring relationships. 
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Chao (1997) suggests that successful vocational mentoring relationships begin with a 
foundational focus on career goals and career development. In this case, coaches· seemed 
to use their mentors to help navigate specific challenges in their coaching roles, such as 
motivating youth, coaching teams with a vadety of skill levels, teaching life skills, and 
working within the constraints of community-specific challenges. Receiving support in 
this manner increased some ofthe coaches' feelings of confidence in their ability to 
navigate these particular challenges, which align with the concepts of motivation efficacy, 
game strategy efficacy and character building efficacy, in particular. The coaches did not 
discuss using their .CAA mentor or peer-leader as a support system for personal growth, 
suggesting that these coaches did not initially build their vocational mentoring 
relationship on psychosocial support, before shifting to career support, as Pollock (1995) 
suggested. Some of these coaches did also feel that although this relationship had a 
positive impact on their experience and development as a coach, it would have been even 
more effective if they had the opportunity to interact with their mentor face-to-face. This 
aligns with previous research (Loera et al. , 2007), which suggests that the mentoring and 
peer-leader component of the traiilln'g program could be improved to have an even 
greater impact on coaches ' perceptions of coaching efficacy if an in-person component 
could be incorporated. 
It is interesting to note that although coaches tend to identify learning from other 
coaches as a primary source of knowledge and learning (Cushion et al. , 2013; Danish et 
al. , 2005), most of the coaches from Year 2 did not actively engage with. their CAA peer-
leader. Most of these coaches, however, did identify a supervisor, CAA regional staff 
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member or other coach who acted in a mentoring role throughout their service term. This 
suggests that coaches are positively impacted by relationships with mentors, whether they . 
develop informally and naturally or are more formalized and facilitated (Chao, 1997; Day 
& Allen, 2004; Pollock, 1995). Furthermore, coaches who participated in the Year 1 
focus group were in their second service term with CAA, and therefore, had one year 
without the option of a mentor. These coaches may have had a better understanding of 
how they might benefit from a mentor-mentee relationship. The coaches from Year 2 
mentioned that they could understand the potential benefit of utilizing a CAA mentor in 
the future, and often credited their own lack of reaching out as part of the reason these 
relationships had limited impact. 
In considering these trends within the context of self-determination theory, there 
is a clear connection between the satisfaction of all three basic needs. Those mentoring or 
peer relationships (belonging) that were self-chosen (autonomy) had the greatest impact 
on the coaches' perceptions of coaching efficacy (competence) and overall development 
(Deci & Ryan, 2000; 2012). Therefore, it may be most beneficial to provide coaches with 
the option for formal mentoring and peer relationships, while also allowing them the 
choice to seek more informal support from those they naturally interact with at their host 
site. With this approach, it may be more likely that coaches who choose to engage with 
their assigned mentor or peer-leader have more success in overcoming some of the 
challenges associated with creating communities of practice, such as the needed time 
commitment and overcoming distance in developing a strong relationship (Bertram & 
Gilbert, 2011; Gilbert et al., 2009). These formal mentoring and peer-leader relationships 
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may be most likely to succeed in developing coaching efficacy (i.e. competence) when 
choice (i.e. autonomy) is paired with characteristics that facilitate a successful mentoring 
relationship, which are outlined in a later section of this chapter. 
While no quantitative data specifically addressed the impact of mentoring or peer 
support on coaches·' perceptions of coaching efficacy, the stepwise multiple regression 
did incorporate the broader concept of coaches' perceptions of support. The measure used 
to assess coaches' perceptions of support combined perceived athlete, community, 
organization and parent support into one mean score, giving each of these sources equal 
weight. The measure did not assess coaches' perceptjons of mentor or peer support. 
' 
' Interestingly, despite pr~vious literature, which suggests that per~eived athlete, 
community, organization and parent support are common sources of coaching efficacy 
(Feltz et al., 1999; Feltz et al., .2009), coaches' end-line CES-II scores were not predicted 
· by perceptions of support. 
Rather, the only predictor of coaches' end-line coaching efficacy scores was 
coaching satisfaction. Taken with the qualitative data, which highlighted the positive 
impact of support from mentors and other coaches, this may suggest that support from 
mentors and other coaches may actually be more influential on coaches' feelings of 
coaching efficacy than feelings of support from athletes, parents, the organization and the 
community. In the future, it may be worthwhile to add an additional component to this 
measure, to assess coaches' perceptions of mentor and peer support, and to explore the 
influence of each of these sources of support on coaching efficacy scores separately. 
Furthermore, the fact that coaching satisfaction was the only predictor of perceived 
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coaching efficacy, it may stand to reason that not only does fulfillment of one's basic 
needs lead to increased thriving and well-being, bufthe reverse may also be true (Deci & 
Ryan, 2000, 2012). Coaches who feel satisfied in their work as coaches may be more 
likely to experience higher pe~~eptions of coaching efficacy. 
Impact of Formal Training on Perceived Coaching Efficacy 
The third question this study sought to answer was, "Are coaches' overall 
experiences and feelings of coaching efficacy impacted by continued training, such as the 
training institute and webinars? If so, how (from their perspec.tive)?" Given that past 
successful experiences can be a source for general self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977, 1997), 
and past experience as a coach is a source of coaching efficacy (Feltz et al. , 1999; Feltz et 
al. , 2009), it stands to reason that additional training experiences would increase coaches' 
perceptions of coaching efficacy. Research on the 'general efficacy of both formal and 
informal approaches to coach training, however, is limited and has yielded mixed results 
(e.g. Falcao et al. , 2012; Malete & Fetlz, 2000; Nelson & Cushion, 2006; Smith & Smoll, 
1997). The data from this study also yielded mixed results in regard to the overall impact 
of formal aspects of the training program on coaches' experiences and sense of coaching 
efficacy. 
Independent samples t-tests comparing mean end-line CES-11 scores for coaches 
who attended NTI to those coaches who did not attend NTI yielded no statistically 
significant results. This suggests that those coaches who. attended NTI did not have 
higher or lower perceptions of coaching efficacy' on any of the four dimensions or total 
coaching efficacy, than those coaches who did not attend NTI. On the other hand, paired 
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samples t-tests comparing Year 2 coaches' perceptions of motivation efficacy, game 
strategy efficacy, technique efficacy, character building efficacy and total coaching 
· efficacy before and after NTI did yield statistically significant results. Specifically, 
coaches who attended NTI had statistically significant increases in character building 
efficacy, and increases in motivation efficacy ~cores approaching significance. Therefore, 
NTI did have a positive impact on coaches' perceptions of character building efficacy, 
and potentially motivation efficacy, at least in the short-term, for Year 2 coaches. While 
Year 1 coaches were not included in this analysis, since data was only collected prior to 
NTI and not at the end ofNTI, it is likely that the same trends would have been seen in 
Year 1, as the content and scheduling for both years was largely the same. 
Results from this paired samples t-test have also been included in an unpublished 
manuscript (Akhtar & McCarthy, Unpublished manuscript). The same data from this 
current study was used for that manuscript as well. The content in the following section is 
largely drawn from the write up of that manuscript. It is important to underscore that all 
of the same data and analysis were used, from the same participants, from the same NTI, 
for both that manuscript and this current study. Previous literature has highlighted that 
character building efficacy is least understood of the four dimensions of coaching 
efficacy, both in regard to its sources and in regard to strategies to increase one's 
perceptions of character building efficacy (Feltz et al., 1999; Feltz et al., 2009; Malete & 
Feltz, 2000). The results from this analysis of the data for this current study suggest that 
coach training centered on holistic youth development, including sessions on culture 
building, context, coach as mentor role, and vital coaching behaviors, may be a promising 
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approach to building perceptions of character building efficacy. Despite high mean 
baseline scores on character building efficacy, explicitly addressing content focused on 
holistic youth development still produced significantly higher mean end-line scores. This 
training focused less explicitly on strategies for building motivation, which may explain 
why changes on this dimension only approached significance. 
On the other hand, as this training was meant to reach a diverse group. of coaches, 
working with different age groups and different sports, sessions did not include sport-
specific content, which may explain the lack of significant changes in game strategy 
efficacy and technique efficacy. Malete and Feltz (2000), in their 12-hour training, 
specifically focused on instructional techniques and game strategy, and saw significant 
increases in scores on these dimensions. Their findings, along with those from the paired 
samples t-tests, suggest that the dimensions of coaching efficacy are most likely to 
increase when they are explicitly addressed as part of the training program content. This 
was also supported by the focus groups, particularly by those coaches working for Play 
Rugby USA and SOS Outreach. Those working for Play Rugby USA shared that their 
site-sponsored trainings, which focused on teaching the rules and skills of rugby, 
increased their confidence is helping the youth they served develop these skills. The 
coaches working for SOS Outreach, on the other hand, highlighted their organization's 
focus on trainings to help coaches develop intentional approaches to acting as a role 
model. 
Furthermore, it is possible that the independent samples t-tests did not show 
significant differences between coaches who attended NTI and those who did not at end-
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line for a variety reasons. The coaches who did not attend NTI may have received 
sufficient training from their host-site, which allowed them to feel more efficacious by 
the end of their service term. The potential for finding signifi~ant results may also have 
been limited due to the somewhat small sample size, or because coaches had high mean 
CES-II scores, on all dimensions, at all data collection points. Therefore, the CES~II may 
not have been an ideal measure for capturing coaches' true experiences. Given that many 
coaches shared that NTI was one of, or the most, influential component of the training 
. 
program, it seems that nuances of its impact were missed in the quantitative analysis. 
One aspect that could not be measured through the quantitative analysis was the 
impact of learning from other coaches. This has been identified as a primary source of 
coaching knowledge in previous literature (Cushion et al., 2003; Danish et al., 2005). 
Multiple coaches shared that luivingthe opportunitY to engage with peers working in 
different communities and in different sports expanded their perspective, and gave them 
new ideas for how to approach coaching. This is an area that may be worth further 
investigation in future coach research. These relationships, as Deci and Ryan (2000, 
2012) suggest, were identified as an integral part of these coaches' experience and ability 
to grow and thrive. Furthermore, each of those coaches who identified NTI as having the 
most impact on their growth mentioned different aspects of the training that resonated for 
them. For example, one coach continued to use vital coaching behaviors that she learned 
at the training, while another felt that having the opportunity to run a practice with local 
youth was paramount in increasing his confidence. Providing a vast array of content 
knowledge, and urging coaches to take what was most relevant for them from it, may 
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have been an important aspect contributing to the impact of the training. While these 
coaches did not have a choice in attending NTI, it is possible that the delivery method 
was autonomy-supportive, helping coaches feel empowered in how they took and used 
the information presented (Deci et al., 1991; Deci & Ryan, 2000, 2012; Mallett, 2005). 
Although there was a discrepancy between the quantitative and qualitative data in 
regard to the impact ofNTI on coaches' experiences and perceptions ofcoaching efficacy, 
the same was not true when examining the influence of the webinars. The stepwise 
multiple regressions revealed that the number of live webinars viewed was not predictive 
of coaches' efficacy scores, on any of the dimensions. In the focus groups, coaches · · 
echoed this finding, saying that the webinars were not very memorable, difficult to 
engage with because of scheduling and technology issues, and not always relevant to 
their current context. Furthermore, some coaches felt that the implied obligation to attend 
made coaches immediately disengaged and uninterested, viewing the webinars as a 
nuisance during an already busy work schedule. While these coaches appreciated the 
attempt at providing ongoing training, and the webinars were developed from coaches' 
identified coaching needs, p~icipants suggested that a more effective approach to long-
term training would be to streamline the use of technology as a training tool; limit 
interactions to one or two points of contact; provide mid-year, in-person booster 
trainings; improve the use of online materials, providing coaches with resources they 
could choose to utilize; and make more of an effort to help coaches apply concepts to 
their daily practice. 
These suggestions from coaches, again, align with the concepts of self-
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determination theory. Coaches d? see the benefit of ongoing training as a positive 
influence on their continued development. However, they under-scored the need for 
allowing more choice, trusting that coaches will take initiative to utilize resources that are 
directly applicable to their current needs, rather than requiring attendance on webinars 
(Deci & Ryan, 2000, 2012). This need for choice, however, was not discussed in regard 
to NTI. Therefore, it may be most beneficial to provide coaches with the mandatory, 
intensive training prior to their service term, and then aliow for more autonomy in how 
they engage with follow-up training. Furthermore, the desire for an in-person booster 
training highlights that coaches did feel that NTI had a large, positive impact ori their 
development and experience, and that they would like more opportunities for similar 
training opportunities. A component ofNTI that was missing from the webinars is the 
ability to intenict with peers from other organizations, an aspect ofNTI that coaches 
found extremely helpful. This opportunity to build relationships may be integral to 
helping coaches engage with formal training programs (Deci & Ryan, 2000, 2012), 
allowing them to take full advantage of peer-learning (Cushion et al., 2003; Danish et al., 
2005). 
Taking all of this data in conjunction, it is clear that aspects offormal·training 
approaches do have the potential to positively impact coaches' experiences and feelings 
of coaching efficacy over the course of their service term. This may be particularly true 
when these long-term training approaches address content that explicitly applies to each 
dimension of coaching efficacy, allow for in-person interaction with peers, address 
content that is directly applicable to current coaching needs, and provide opportunities for 
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choice. Lastly, the data highlights the difficulty in designing a training that resonates with 
all coaches involved. A~ Werthner and Trudel (2006) suggest, coaches' learning and 
. . 
development occurs through a complex process, unique to each individual's learning 
style, that inc~udes applied experience, formal training, observation of other coaches, and 
self-evaluation. Differentiating content and. mode of delivery may be especially difficult 
when serving such a diverse group of coach~s, who are serving youth of varying ages, in 
different sports, and from different cultural background~. 
Characteristics Facilitating Successful Mentor-Mentee Relationships 
The fmal question this study sought to address was, "Are there particular 
characteristics/behaviors of mentors and/or the context, from the perspective of CAA 
coaches, th!lt influence the success of the mentor-mentee rehitionship?" This question 
was addressed in the focus groups, which revealed a variety of mentor, mentee and 
contextual characteristics that both facilitate and hinder the mentoring relationship. Many 
of these factors align with previous literature·on vocational mentoring, youth mentoring, 
and distance mentoring. This suggests that while mentoring and peer leadership in 
coaching have not been extensively examined in previous literature (Bertram & Gilbert, 
2011; Gilbert et al., 2009), distance mentoring in the coaching context does draw 
parallels to considerations outlined in previous research. 
Coaches highlighted various mentor characteristics that aid in the development of 
the mentoring relationship, including availability, the exchange of knowledge and 
showing caring and understanding. Eller and colleagues (2013) suggest that these positive 
personality traits are vital in creating a successful and enduring mentor-mentee 
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relationship. Focus group participants echoed this sentiment, highlighting that the 
mentors they most connected with combined a positive disposition with the sharing of 
coaching knowledge. This ability for mentors to aid coaches in developing skills for 
motivating youth, navigating the challenges of working in underserved communities, and 
learning general coaching strategies is what distinguished these relationships from 
friendships. 
In the coaching context, it seems that a focus on career development first is the 
foundation for a strong mentor-mentee relationship (Chao, 1997). However, it is 
important to note that in the context of working in an underserved community, career 
development may also include aspects of psychosocial support (Pollock, 1995). Coaches 
in these contexts were not focused solely on sport skill development, but rather, on 
teaching life skills (Escarti et al., 2010; Gould et al., 2006; Hellison, 1995; Hellison & 
Martinek, 1998; Martinek et al., 2001; Walsh, 2008) and helping youth overcome the 
many obstacles to living in a underserved community, including crime, violence, and a 
lack of future orientation (e.g Darling-Hammond, 2006; Holtzman et al., 2005; Proctor et 
al., 2001 ). Therefore, in this context, the development of the mentoring relationship may 
combine career support and psychosocial support together, rather than having one 
primary focus (Chao, 1997; Pollock, 1995). 
Furthermore, Langhout and colleagues (2004) found that youth preferred mentors · 
who combined both support and structure. The coaches in the focus groups highlighted a 
similar sentiment, underscoring that the most effective mentors were those that asked 
questions to facilitate conversation, provided resources and prompted critical thinking. 
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They did so while being available and. responsive, indicating their engagement in the 
relationship, while also allowing the mentee an opportunity to come to solutions on his or 
her own. These successful relationships encompass the idea of creating autonomy-
supportive interactions, which facilitated the coaches' growth and development (Deci & 
Ryan, 2000, 2012; Mallett, 2005; Ryan et al., 2009). 
In addition to these mentor characteristics, several contextual characteristics were 
identified as being essential for establishing a successful mentoring relationship. As has 
been discussed in previous literature on distance mentoring, it is vital that coaches have 
an opportunity to lay a foundation for the mentor-mentee relationship in-person ·(Lasater 
et al., 2013; Loera et al., 2007; Luckhaupt et al., 2005). Without this initial face-to-face 
. contact, it is difficult for mentees to engage with their mentor throughout the service year 
using SkypeTM, the phone or e-mail. For some coaches, brief interactions with their 
mentor were enough to begin to establish a trusting relationship. For others, interacting at 
NTI proved to be insufficient in helping coaches view their mentor or peer-leader in that 
role. Therefore, for some, having regular face-to-face interactions may be essential in 
creating a truly effective mentor-mentee relationship. 
Although it has not been addressed in previous literature, those coaches that 
utilized their CAA mentor sought out support for specific challenges. Many coaches who 
identified mentors at their host site also discussed often using these relationships for 
support in navigating particular challenges. This may suggest that mentoring 
relationships in the coaching context are most likely to develop when the novice coach 
feels a particular need. Without this desire for support in navigating a specific challenge, 
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coaches may not reach out or engage with D. mentor purely as a means for growth and 
development. This may be particularly true for formal mentoring relationships that are 
facing certain contextual constraints, such as those faced by the coaches involved in the 
CAA training program, particularly the restraints of distance and technology. 
Many coaches felt that the distance mentoring model hindered its effectiveness, 
for a variety of reasons. First, even those coaches who regularly engaged with their CAA 
mentor felt that a face-to-face model would have been more effective (Loera et al., 2007), 
as it would allow opportunities for their mentor to observe them as they co,ached 
(Feiman-Nemser, 1996). Second, although previous literature has suggested that distance 
mentoring is more convenient (Burghstahler & Cronheim, 2001; Lasater et al, 2013; 
Loera et al., 2007), the CAA coaches did not agree. Many felt that due to the nature of 
their work, having to find tiines ~o -check e:~ail, their phone or to SkypeTM actually 
interrupted their normal day. Given that coaching is an active profession, taking place 
outside of an office setting, utili;zing technology may actually be more of a hindrance 
than in other professions. Lastly, even for those that did not view technology as 
inconvenient, they did feel that it limited the depth of the relationship with their mentor 
(Burghstahler & Cronheim, 2001; Loera et al., 2007). Despite these drawbacks to the 
distance model, the coaches did acknowledge its potential. They suggested that providing 
clear expectations (Luckhaupt et al., 2005) and potentially incorporating facilitated 
prompts (McCaughtry et al., 2005) would help in establishing a connection between the 
mentor and mentee. 
Overall, the focus groups underscored the complexity of successful mentoring 
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relationships. For these relationships to flourish, a combmation of positive mentor · 
personality characteristics and actions (Eller et al., 2013; Langhout et al., 2004) must be 
combined with mentee buy-in (Luckhaupt et al., 2005), and a variety of contextual 
characteristics (e.g. Lasater et al., 2013; Loera et al., 2007; McCaughtry et al., 2005). It 
takes time for these mentoring relationships to develop and progress. However, once a 
trusting relationship is established, it may be mutually beneficial for both the coach and 
his or her. mentor (Chao, 1997; Keller, 2005; Pollock, 1995). 
General Implications and Take-Aways 
Each of these research questions were answered, at least to some extent, and 
\ 
addressed important components of the CAA coach training program. Taken together, 
though, what impact might these results have for designing future trainings for youth 
coaches working in, underserved communities? It is clear that coach learning and 
development is a complex process, influenced by a variety of factors, including training 
and support programs (Werthner & Trudel, 2006). The process of creating an effective 
training program for SBYD coaches is further complicated by various practical 
constraints. An ideal program, based on previous literature and findings from this study, 
would include: 
• An intensive training component at the beginning of the year, with a holistic 
youth development focus 
• Additional in-person boo,ster trainings differ:entiated to address coaches' current 
. . . 
needs 
• A focus on linking theory to practice 
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• A variety of online resources 
• Peer relationships with other coaches, including coaches from other 
organizations and communities, in order to foster increased perspective and 
sharing of ideas/strategies, and 
• A strong face-to-face mentoring relationship with a knowledgeable and 
autonomy-supportive mentor 
(e.g. Bertram & Gilbert, 2011; Cushion et al., 2003; Loera et al., 2007; Malete & Feltz, 
2000; Nelson & Cushion, 2006; Smith & Smoll, 1997) .. In regard to the benefit of an 
intensive training component with a holistic focus, there were significant increases for 
Year 2 coaches on character building efficacy and increases approaching significance on 
motivation efficacy. Furthermore, coaches in the focus groups highlighted the positive 
impact of attending NTI. The lack of significant differences on end-line CES-II scores for 
coaches who attended NTI as compared to those that did not may have been due to 
training and support from hos~ site organizations over the course of the service year. An 
intensive training, such as NTI, is beneficial because it may lead to increased perceptions 
of coaching efficacy earlier in the service year than support from host site organizations 
alone, acting as a supplement to other received support. Realistically, it may not be 
feasible to create a program including all of the above recommendations, given funding, 
personnel and scheduling constraints. 
However, it is clear that coach training, including both formal and informal 
components, has a positive impact on youth sport coaches' experiences and development. 
More specifically, while perceptions of coaching efficacy may develop naturally over the 
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course of the season, results from this study indicate that certain components of the CAA 
training program contributed to an even greater increase in coaches' perceptions of 
coaching efficacy, specifically motivation efficacy, game strategy efficacy, character 
building efficacy and total coaching efficacy. Given these results, future training 
programs for diverse groups of SBYD coaches should incorporate a few important 
components. 
Content Focused on Holistic Youth Development 
There was a clear indication that the coaches in this study benefitted from a 
holistic focus on youth development. Previous literature suggests that traditional, formal 
coach training programs focus too heavily on sport-specific content, rather than providing 
coaches with a broader view of youth development, limiting the impact of these programs 
(Cushion et al. , 2003; Malete & Feltz, 2000; Maliett et al., 2009). The CAA training 
program, on the other hand, sought to incorporate multiple sessions addressing topics 
such as understanding youth's context, working with youth who have experienced trauma, 
and the coach as mentor role. Coaches in this study felt that this aspect of the in-person 
training program was one of its strongest components, yet still highlighted the desire for 
even more opportunities to learn about this aspect of working with youth. It is clear that 
SBYD coaches have a strong need and desire for training focused .on holistic youth 
development. While there are benefits to helping coaches develop sport-specific coaching 
skills, a significant portion of training content should address holistic youth development, 
as it is a primary con~ern for these coaches. Furthermore, coaches are better able to 
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utilize sport-specific coaching skills when they have a stronger understanding of 
developmental concerns. 
Addressing Unique Challenges of Coaching in Underserved Communities 
Working in underserved communities pres~nts unique challenges that other youth 
coaches may not face, including increased crime rates, violence, lack of parental 
involvement, limited resources, and youth's lack of future orientation (Darling-Hammond, 
2006; Darling-Hammond et al., 2005; Hellison & Martinek, 1998; Martinek et al. , 2001; 
Proctor et al. , 2001 ; Walsh, 2008). Training programs geared toward SBYD youth 
coaches should intentionally and explicitly address some of these concerns, andprovide 
coaches with resources throughout their service_ term for navigating these challenges. In 
particular, the CAA coaches in this study seemed to rely heavily on relationships with 
other coaches and/or mentors, either at their site or through CAA, to help them navigate 
these daily concerns. Future training programs should acknowledge these potential 
obstacles, provide strategies for•handling these challenges and support the development -
ofhelpful peer relationships by facilitating communities of practice (Bertram & Gilbert, 
2011 ; Gilbert et al. , 2009) when possible, as they are very real concerns faced by SBYD 
coaches on a daily basis, which naturally influence their approach to coaching. 
Explicit Content Directed at Desired Training Outcomes 
Coach training programs should be designed to explicitly address content meant 
to promote desired outcomes. As seen in this -study, a holistic intensive training, focused 
primarily on topics geared toward character building and developing relationships with 
youth lead to increased perceptions of character building efficacy. Malete and Feltz 
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(2000), on the other hand, focused their 12-hour training on more sport-specific content, 
including instruction and strategy, and saw increases in game strategy efficacy and 
technique efficacy. The NTI was designed to have a positive impact on overall 
perceptions of coaching efficacy, with a primary focus on holistic youth outcomes, 
aligning with the constructs of character building efficacy and motivation efficacy, most 
specifically. The overall training program, including NTI, webinars, and mentor 
relationships, was meant to aid coaches in their development on all dimensions, as CAA 
sees the benefit in fostering life skill development along side of sport skill development 
in youth. However, content only explicitly addressed certain dimensions of coaching 
efficacy (namely, motivation efficacy, character ,building efficacy, and to some degree, 
game strategy efficacy), and these were the dimensions in which coaches experienced 
' . 
significant increases in CES-II scores. Therefore, if a training .program seeks to increase 
feeli.llgs of coaching efficacy on all four domains, including motivation efficacy, game 
strategy efficacy, technique efficacy, and character building efficacy, as well as total 
coaching efficacy, then adequate time must b~ spent on content that facilitates growth in 
each of these areas. 
Allocate Resources to Distance and Organizational Support 
In considering a long-term distance model, resources would be best spent 
supporting and fostering the aspects of training that coaches fmd most useful. In this 
study, coaches benefitted from NTI. However, there were mixed reactions to the rest of 
the training provided. Given that many coaches did not utilize their assigned coach 
mentor or peer-leader, it is necessary to include more support for the development of 
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mentoring relationships. This could be done by supporting supervisors at host sites or 
regional staff mem~ets in developing strong interpersonal skills and strategies for sharing 
knowledge with mentees, mcreasing the intentionality of these in-person and often, 
informal mentoring relationships. Formal mentoring relationships should be better 
supported by allowing for more choice on the part of the mentee (Deci & Ryan, 2000, 
2012); providing increased organizational support (Feiman-Nemser, 1996), including 
helping mentors develop weekly prompts to facilitate discussions; or requiring an 
adequate time commitment for mentors to reach out to mentees, establishing their 
engagement and availability in the relationship (Eller et al., 2013). 
In addition to supporting mentoring relationships, improving the use of online 
materials would aid in navigating a distance training model. Providing additional 
resources online, in a streamlined and accessible nuinner, would allow coaches to seek 
out material most relevant to their current needs and challenges, without feeling obligated 
to engage with webinars that are not immediately relevant (Deci & Ryan, 2000, 2012). 
Coaches do not work in an environment in which they are using technology (e.g. e-mail, 
Skype ™) regularly throughout the day. Many coaches, particularly those working in 
SBYD, are not comfortable with technology. Therefore, if a coach training program is 
going to utilize a distance model, the use of technology needs to be streamlined to limit 
the number of online platforms used and the effort it takes on the part of the coach to 
engage with the material. Furthermore, coaches in this sample benefitted from 
interactions with other coaches, both at NTI and after returning to their host site. Given 
that learning from others is a primary source of coaching knowledge (Cushion et al., 
224 
2003; Danish et al., 2005), future training programs, working in a distance model, should 
consider ways to facilitate increased peer interactions over the course of the service year. 
Support Satisfaction of Coaches' Basic Psychological Needs 
Lastly, consideration of satisfying youth coaches' basic needs is an important 
foundation for creating training programs. Coaches in the focus groups continued to 
underscore the role of providing choice and feeling empowered to come to solutions on 
their own (autonomy), as well as having strong mentoring and peer-relationships 
(belonging) as a vital component in their growth and development. Creating autonomy-
supportive environments, paired with the opportunity for creating rp.eaningful 
relationships, is the strongest approach to helping coaches increase their perceptions of 
coaching efficacy (Deci & Ryan, 2000, 2012; Feltz et al., 1999; Feltz et al., 2009; Mallett, 
2005). Creating such an environment increases the likelihood that coaches will engage 
with training content and provided resources. Therefore, training programs serving 
diverse groups of SBYD coaches will be most effective in promoting positive 
experiences and increasing perceptions of coaching efficacy when they satisfy coaches' 
basic psychological needs, paired with intentional and relevant content. 
Limitations 
While this study yielded some promising results that could impact approaches to 
youth coach training in the future, there are some limitations that must be mentioned. 
First, conclusions drawn from the use of the quantitative data must be conside!ed with 
some caution, as there was a large amount of missing data for many of the analyses. 
Throughout both service years, there were many coaches who did not complete all three 
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CES-II measures, which resulted in many coaches being dropped from certain analyses. It 
is uncle~r·ifthere were important differences between those coaches that did complete all 
three measurements and those that did not. Due to the fact that this data was de-identified 
and retrospective, follow-up data collection was not possible to explore if there were any 
differences between these coaches. Second, this study utilized a unique sample of 
coaches without a true control group. Given the specific nature of CAA coaches, being 
paid to coach in underserved communities, a true comparison group was not feasible. 
However, having some form of control group would have aided in shaping the 
interpretation of some of the quantitative findings. In particular, as no literature has 
addressed natural trends in perceptions of coaching efficacy over time (Feltz et al., 1999; 
Feltz et al., 2009; Malete & Feltz, 2000), it is not possible to fully i..mderstand the impact 
of the CAA training program on coaches' long-term perceptions of coaching efficacy. 
Finally, coaches had high mean baseline scores on the CES·:-11. Since mean baseline 
scores were at the high end of_ the 5-point Likert scale range, there was less opportunity to 
capture significant changes in midline and end-line scores. While this is not uncommon 
(Feltz et al., 2009), it may indicate that the CES-II might not be the most effective 
measure in judging changes in coaches' perceptions of coaching efficacy over time. 
Directions for Future Research 
Although this study does add to areas of the current literature, there are still 
multiple avenues that need to be further explored in future research. The majority of 
research on coach training has been done with largely homogeneous. ~amples (Falcao et 
al., 2012; Malete & Feltz, 2000; Smith & Smoll, 1997; Smith et al., 1993, 2007), often 
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outside of the United States (Lyle, 2007; Mallett, Trudel, Lyle & Rynee, 2009; Nelson & 
Cushion, 2006). This study sought to examine the impact of a unique coach training 
program on a diverse set of youth coaches in the United States. In order to determine if 
the fmdings fro in this study are unique to those coaches serving with CAA or if they are 
' . 
more generalizable to the majority of youth coaches working in underserved communities, 
future research on coach training should incorporate ethnically diverse coaches, including 
both males and females, working with various sports and age groups. Future research 
should also examine the impact, if any, that coaches' ethnicity or gender may have on 
their perceptions of coaching efficacy and/or the impact of a coach training program. 
Although ANCOVAs were run to determine the effects of ethnicity and gender on 
coaches' perceptions of coaching efficacy at end-line, theN for these analyses was too 
small to make any meaningful comparisons. 
Additionally, a more in depth understanding of trends in perceptions of coaching 
efficacy over time is needed, as this has yet to be adequately explored (Feltz et al., 1999; 
Feltz et al., 2009; Malete & Feltz, 2000). The results from this study cannot be placed in 
context without further research examining natural changes in CES-11 scores. Currently, 
it is unclear if coaches' perceptions of coaching efficacy naturally increase, decrease or 
remain stable over time. Future studies should measure coaches' perceptions of coaching 
efficacy at various points throughout a season arid/or full year, without the impact of a 
training program, to better understand natural fluctuations in coaching efficacy over tiem. 
In order to capture a more robust picture of coaches' dev~lopment over the course of a 
. :~ 
service term, future studies may choos.e to . have the same group of coaches participate in 
. . 
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interviews and/or focus groups at baseline, midline and end-line. Pairing this data with 
CES-II scores at baseline, midline and end-line will give a clearer picture of Goaching 
efficacy trends over time. 
Beyond understanding natural trends in coaching efficacy, future research should 
also address ways to facilitate increases in perceptions of efficacy on all four qimensions 
concurrently. This exploration should also include further examination of potential 
sources of coaching efficacy and/or other dimensions of coaching efficacy that are not 
currently captured by the model (Feltz et al., 1999; Feltz et al., 2009; Malete & Feltz, 
2000; Myers et al., 2005). In particular, future conceptualizations of coaching efficacy 
should explore the inclusion of contextual efficacy, highlighting the importance of a 
coaches' confidence in working within a specific environment or setting, such as an 
underserved community. Having a greater-understanding of what contributes to 
perceptions of coaching efficacy and how to most effectively target these factors wil.l 
have important implications for future coach training approaches. 
Lastly, future research should explore best practices for incorporating formal 
mentoring into coach training programs. Coaches in this study had mixed reactions to the 
mentoring component, but it is clear that formal mentoring has the potential to have a 
positive impact on coach development. Previous literatUre has suggested incorporating 
mentoring and communities of practice into formal training programs (Bertram·& Gilbert, 
2011; Gilbert et al., 2009; The National Coaching Foundation and Sport North Ireland, 
2012). However, while some literature does address some obstacles to incorporating 
mentoring and communities of practice· into coach training (Bertram &. Gilbert, 2011 ), 
. . ~ · 
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little research actually addresses how to most effectively implement such a program. 
Therefore, future studies should consider specific strategies for successfully 
implementing formal mentoring into coach training programs. 
Conclusion 
This study is a first step in examining an approach to coach training for a diverse 
group of SBYD coaches. Results indicate that a long-term approach to coach training 
does have a positive impact on coaches' experiences, development and perceptions of 
coaching efficacy. In particular, coaches benefitted from training content focused on 
' 
holistic youth development, as well as opportunities for interactions with mentors apd 
peers. While this study provides promising results for the most effective approaches to 
long-term coach training, as well as some lessons regarding less effective components of 
this long-term training, more research needs to be done. Diverse youth coaches working 
in underserved communities in the United States are an important population who have 
the potential to greatly, positively impact the development of American youth. More · 
effort is needed in examining the best ways to support and train these coaches in the 
future. 
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6:00-6:30 
6:30-7:00 
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8:00-8:30 
TIME 
8:3 
9:30 
APPENDIX A 
NATIONAL TRAINING INSTITUTE SCHEDULES 
TRAVELOAY 
Year 1 Schedule: September 13-16,2011 
B~altfast {Hotel) 7:()()..7:30 Breakfast {Hotel) 
Breakfast (Hotel} 7:30-8:00 
TnwltoiU I'hot...U.:.) 8:00-8:30 
Travel to BU (FftRec) Servfce--LeamlnB/LYM (CB) B:30-g:oo 
CAA/AmeriCorps 101 (CB/CWS) INTRO +ROTATION: Diana/Differentlatedf-------------f-::::;:;:;.~~==~~-j 
1----:,::cntro"""t"'o"'SB;::Y;;D:-;(M=B);---IInstruction; Rotations (Feedback, Games, •eonflnn-"·. Sl-1011· ... Thn'VI'n• Coa<h, 10·00-10·30 
f-----"'=:::..:.o..:.c=.:;,:,_---1 Demonstration, Refl~ion, Tricks of the cu •• · · 
Trade)_ 75 min Positive Results (Amy Baltzell) 10:30-11:00 
Foundations of CGichlrtl (Jmac) 
WNCH with CAA Alumni/CAA Coach 
Panel 
•eonfinned - Bulldin& Culture (lou 
Be-) 
Know Your Context (Colch-Mentors) 
Wrap-Up with Coach-Mentors 
Lunch/pf'f!p with Coach Mentors 
Last-minute plannilll/travel/site 
Karcher- Role as C01ch and Mentor vfsft/debrief- workins wfth Diana to plan 
{JMac/Vanessa) 
America Learns (CB) 
Coach-Mentor Time/Closine 
11:00-11:30 
11:30-12:00 
12:00-12:30 
12:30-1:00 
1:00-1:30 
1:30-2:00 
2:00-2:30 
2:30-3:00 
3:00-3:30 
3:30-4:00 
4:D0-4:30 
4:30-5:00 TRAVEL DAY (lunch In ~r diem} 
Reslstratlo;;:0~~=t:~)Paperwork 1-----------i-------------l 
Dinner/Break 
5:00-5:30 
5:30-6:00 
6:00-6:30 
Dinner/Break 6:30-7:00 
7:00-7:30 
Opening R«rptlon (per diem} Ute is Good Pl•ym~~kers (LIG) 7:30-8:00 
B:Q0-.8:30 
8:30-9:00 
GROUP PHOTO 
Year 2 Schedule: September 4-7,2012 
TIME 
Breakfast Breakfast Breakfast 8:0! 
8 :3 
lntro to SBYD Sfte Vlsft Plannins 
Coaches as Leaders 9 :31 
Great CoaChes 
11:00 7JIAVEL DAY Session 1: CUlture 
Sessiorl 2: Playmakers 
Instruction/ Gym Circuits Reflective Coaching 
11:30 
wn<h 
Session 1: CUlture-
Session 2:- Piaymakers 
Vital Coachlnc Behavior Stations 
Lunch 
Site Visit Rehearsal 
Site Visits 
Lunch 
1:0! 
The Year Ahead 
Graduation 2:31 
3:0! 
~ 4:0! t------:4:3(':; :::t Arrival+ check-in/realster w/ Up2Us f-------------1 
4
, 
1-----:5:()(';;::::! Coachln&for .Outcomes 1----5-11-.-VI-•I_t_De_b_d-ef----j-------------+--~5:0!'=. 3 
5:31 Wrap Up Day 1 7JIAVEL DAY 5:30 
6:0! 6:00 
6:3( Dinner- BBQ Wrap Up Day 1 and Dinner 6:3 
7:()( 7:00 
- -~ -8
'0! Lawn Olympics 8'00 
8 :31 8:3 
9:0! 9:00 
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APPENDIXB 
COACHING CONFIDENCE QUESTIONNAIRE (CES-11) 
Scale taken from: 
Feltz, D.L., Chase, M.A., Mortiz, S. & Sullivan, P. (1999). Development of the 
multidimensional coaching efficacy scale. Journal of Educational Psychology, 91, 
765-776. 
Coaching Confidence Questionnaire (CES-II) 
Coaching confidence refers to the extent to which coaches believe that they have the 
capacity to affect the learning and performance of their athletes. Think about how 
confident you are as a coach. Rate your confidence for each ofthe items below. Your 
answers will be kept completely confidential. 
How confident are you in your ability to--
Not at all Extremely 
Confident Confident 
1. help athletes maintain confidence in 1 2 3 4 5 
themselves? 
2. recognize opposing team's strengths 1 2 3 4 5 
during competition? 
3. mentally prepare athletes for game 1 2 3 4 5 
strategies? 
4. understand competitive strategies? 1 2 3 4 5 
5. instill an attitude of good moral 1 2 3 4 5 
character? 
6. build the self-esteem of your athletes? 1 2 3 4 5 
7. demonstrate the skills of your sport? 1 2 3 4 5 
8. adapt to different game/meet situations? 1 2 3 4 5 
9. recognize opposing team's weakness 1 2 3 4 5 
during competition? 
10. motivate your athletes? 1 2 3 4 5 
11. make critical decisions during 1 2 3 4 5 
competition? 
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12. build team cohesion? 1 2 3 4 5 
13. instill an attitude of fair play among 1 2 3 4 5 
your athletes? 
14. coach individual athletes on technique? 1 2 3 4 5 
15. build the self.:confidence of your 1 2 3 4 5 
athletes? 
16. develop athletes' abilities? 1 2 3 4 5 
17. maximize your team's strengths during 1 2 3 4 5 
competition? 
18. recognize talent in athletes? . 1 2 3 4 5 
19. promote good sportsmanship? 1 2 3 4 5 
20. detect skill errors? 1 2 3 4 5 · 
21. adjust your game strategy to fit your 1 2 3 4 5 
team's talent? 
22. teach the skills of your sport? · 1 2 3 4 5 
23. build team confidence? 1 2 3 4 5 
24. instill an attitude of respect for other~? 1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIXC 
COACH BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE 
Background questionnaire used wit~, permission from Deb Feltz (creator ofCES-11). 
Coach Background Questionnaire 
Ple~se check only one answer per question- . 
. 
1. Your sex: __ (1) Male, ___ (2) Female 
2. Primary sex of your team: ___ (1) Male, ___ (2) Female 
___ (3) co-ed 
3. Level/Age group ofteam coaching. (e.g. U-19, Pee-wee): 
4. Your ethnic affiliation: __ (1) Caucasian, 
__ (2) African American 
__ (3) Native North American Indian 
__ ( 4) Asian American 
__ ( 5) Hispanic 
__ (6) Other _____ _ 
5.Your Age: __ 
6. Educational Background: (check highest level competed) 
__ (1) Did not complete High School 
__ (3) Less than 2 years college/tech 
__ (5) Bachelor's degree 
__ (7) Master's degree 
__ (9) Completed Doctorate 
__ (2) High School graduate 
_._(4) 2 or more years college 
- . _( 6) Some Master Level work 
__ (8) Some Doctoral level work 
7. If attended college, what was undergraduate major? ______ , 
Master's major Doctorate degree? _______ _ 
8. Check the primary sport you coach. (Please check. only one) 
__ (1) Basketball __ (2) Hockey .. __ (3) Football 
__ (4) Tennis __ (5) Baseball · __ (6) Softball 
__ (7) Swimming _(8) Golf _(9) Volleyball 
__ (IO)Track and Field __ (11) Wrestling __ (12) Soccer 
__ (13) Cross Country __ (14) Other 
9. Total numbers of years coaching this sport _____ _ 
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10. Present position. __ (1) Head, ___ (2) Assistant 
11. Number ofyears of playing experience in this sport at each level 
__ (1) Youth __ (2)High School 
__ (3)College __ (4) Professional 
12. Approximately how many hours per week do you spend involved in fulfilling your 
coaching duties, planning etc. ? 
In season Out of season 
-----
13. Are you paid for your present coaching services? __ (l)NO __ (2) Yes 
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APPENDIXD 
PERCEIVED ATHLETE ABILITY AND IMPROVEMENT SCALE 
1. How would you rate the overall ability of the athletes on your team this year? 
Poor Excellent 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
2. How would you rate the overall improvement of your athletes so far this season? 
Poor Excellent 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ~ 9 
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APPENDLXE 
COACIDNG SUPPORT/SATISFACTION QUESTIONNAIRE 
Support Questionnaire . 
1. In comparison with your perception of the ideal youth sports program, how would you 
rate the support given to you by the parents of your athletes? 
Poor Excellent 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
2. In comparison with your perception of the ideal youth sports program how would you 
rate the community support for your team? · 
Poor Excellent 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
3. In comparison with your perception of the ideal youth sports program how would you 
rate the support given to you by the organization that runs your program? 
Poor Excellent 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 . 8 9 
4. In comparison with your perception of the ideal youth sports program, how would you 
rate the support given to you by your athletes? 
Poor Excellent 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Satisfaction Questionnaire 
Not at all 
1. How successful do you feel as a coach 0 1 2 
2. How much do you enjoy coaching 0 1 2 
3. There are areas in my coaching I can improve 0 1 2 
4. I feel that my players like me 0 1 2 3 
5. I feel that my players like this sport 0 1 2 3 
236 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
Very/A lot 
5 6 7 8 9 
5 6 7 8 9 
4 5 6 7 8 9 
5 6 7 8 9 
5 6 7 8 9 
6. I would like to coach again next season 0 1 2 3 
7. How much do you know about this sport? 0 1 2 3 
8. How much do you know about coaching kids? 0 1 2 
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4 5 
4 5 
3 4 
6 7 8 
6 7 8 
5 6 7 
9 
9 
8 9 
APPENDIXF 
FOCUS GROUP GUIDE YEAR 1 (2011-2012) 
Second Year Coach Focus Group Guide 
1. What motivated you to come back for a second service term with Coach Across 
America? 
2. How has your experience with CAA influenced your development as a coach? As a 
whole? 
3. What is dift:erent about this year from last year, for you? 
3a. Prompt: Tell me a bit about the support that you received in your frrst year. 
3b. Has this changed at all in your second year? If so, how? 
4. What were your biggest challenges in your first year? In your second year? 
4a. Do you feel that Up2Us and/or the BU mentors have helped in navigating 
these challenges? 
4b.If yes, how? If no, how might they have improved in providing support in 
these areas? 
5. In what ways have you used the BU mentors? In what specific instances was your 
mentor most helpful? 
5a. Prompt: Describe your relationship with your mentor. Did your relationship 
with your mentor change at all throughout the service year? 
6. What do you think are the biggest strengths of the BU mentor program? Was there a 
way the BU mentor could have helped you more? 
7. What do you see yourself doing after your service term is completed? 
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7a. Do you anticipate continuing to coach after your service term is completed? 
Do you anticipate remaining in sport based youth development for the long-term? 
7b. Explain your answer: If yes, what do you find attractive· about continuing to work in 
this career? If not, what are your motivations for switching fields? 
239 
APPENDIXG 
FOCUS GROUP GUIDE YEAR 2 (2012-2013) 
First Year Coach Focus Group Guide 
1. What motivated you to sign on as a Coach Across America coach this year? 
2. Has your experience with CAA so far influenced your development as a coach? As a 
whole? If so, how? 
3. What have you found most helpful from the ongoing training provided throughout the 
year, including the National Training Institute and monthly webinars? What have you 
found to be less helpful from these training opportunities? 
3a. How could these training opportunities be made more helpful? 
4. What have been your biggest challenges so far? 
4a. Do you feel that Up2US and/or your Second Year Coach peer-leader have 
helped you navigate these challenges? 
4b. If yes, how so? Can you share a specific story? If not, how might they have 
improved in providing support in these areas? 
5. Tell me a little bit about the support you have received so far this service year? 
5a. Who have been your go-to people for support, both professionally and 
personally, throughout your service year? 
6. In what ways have you used your Second Year Coach peer-leader? In what specific 
instances was your peer-leader most helpful? 
6a. Describe your relationship with your peer-leader. Did your relationship with 
your peer-leader change at all throughout the service year? 
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6b. What was most effective in facilitating this relationship? 
6c. What characteristics of your SYC made it easiest to develop a helpful 
relationship? 
7. What do you think are the biggest strengths of the SYC peer-leader program? How 
could this program have been improved to be more helpful for you? 
8. What do you see yourself doing after your service term is completed? 
8a. Do you anticipate continuing to coach after your service term is completed? 
Do you anticipate remaining in sport based youth development for the long-term? 
8b. Explain your answer: If yes, what do you find attractive about continuing to 
work in this career? If not, what are your motivations for switching fields? 
9. Is there anything else that you would like to share or that you think is important for us 
to know that has not yet been addressed in this focus group? 
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